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ABSTRACT
Although its history has been largely ignored by scholars, North Dakota’s
radical period, the socialist and Nonpartisan League years between 1904 and
1920, has been the exception.

To explain the success of these left-wing

movements, scholars have developed a number of theories.

One of the most

popular theories attributes the success of leftist political movements to the large
number of Norwegians who resided in the state. According to this interpretation,
Norwegian immigrants brought socialism and radicalism from Norway and
transplanted it to the New World.

Norwegians in North Dakota, this theory

explains, were particularly radical and they became the vanguard of the protest
movement during the early decades of the twentieth century.
Although this interpretation has become the orthodox one among many
scholars of North Dakota history, the hard evidence necessary to support this claim
has been lacking.

Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to test the "left of

center" interpretation for Norwegians in North Dakota.

Using extensive voting

analyses of both Norwegian and North Dakota elections, this thesis tests whether
first, Norwegian immigrants acquired political leftism in Norway and second,
whether they voted uniformly leftist in North Dakota.

XI

This thesis concludes that Norwegians naither brought leftism with them
from Norway nor were they particularly radical in North Dakota. Instead, this thesis
concludes that Norwegians tended to vote like other North Dakotans. This political
behavior marked Norwegians in North Dakota as moderately conservative and not
left of center.

xii

INTRODUCTION
For most Americans, North Dakota probably offers little of interest or
value. Portrayals of the state, depicting its sole inhabitants as buffalo and
prairie dogs, still linger. Among historians, North Dakota likewise evokes little
interest. One of the few exceptions to this trend has been the period during
North Dakota’s socialist and Nonpartisan League years, roughly 1904 to 1920.
Indeed, historians who study this period have sought to provide explanations for
the appeal of radicalism to North Dakotans.
One of the enduring explanations depicts a causal link between
Norwegian ethnicity and political leftism. According to this interpretation, the
majority of Norwegian Americans inherited their leftist political tendencies from
Norwegian society. In A Voice of Protest: Norwegians in American Politics.
1890-1917. Jon Wefald states this assertion most emphatically:
They [the Norwegians] were unrelentingly progressive, frequently
radical. Their politics was uniformly left of center, varying from
progressive and radical Republicanism to Populism and socialism.
In fact, the Norwegian Americans stood far enough to the left during
the period from the 1890’s to World W ar I to be ranked as one of
the most consistently reform-bent ethnic groups in American history.1
Wefald goes on to say that North Dakota’s Norwegians were far more
radical and that they were in the vanguard of the protest movement in North
Dakota. And because of their relatively greater numbers than other ethnic
1

2

groups, the Norwegians’ political leverage and sentiments were expressed more

bluntly. A basically one-crop agriculture in North Dakota only served to
aggravate the plight of the farmers. Hence, their radical convictions surfaced
more readily.2
The problem with W efald’s thesis is his vague definition of what is
politically "left of center." He considers progressivism, radical Republicanism,
Populism, and socialism to all be left of center without defining the common
characteristics that makes each of these political philosophies leftist. He further
suggests tnat reform-minded politics is to be equated with "left of center." This
definition may not be entirely tenable. Furthermore, Wefald argues that North
Dakota’s Norwegians were politically radical but once again he does not define
what constitutes radicalism. And finally, he asserts that Norwegians were
politically left of center, or even radical as in North Dakota, and that Norwegians
brought their radical traditions with them from Norway.
Other historians have also noted a Norwegian proclivity for left-wing
politics. Elwyn B. Robinson of the University of North Dakota claimed that
"Many Norwegian immigrants had leftist sympathies and were socialists when
they came to the Red River Valley; in Norway, socialism was a rural
phenomenon." Robinson also pointed to the success of the Socialist Party in
the northwest part of North Dakota where a heavy concentration of Norwegians
resided. Meanwhile, the Socialists fared poorly in non-Norwegian areas, such
as the German Russian counties of McIntosh and Emmons in south central
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North Dakota.3 The connection between socialism and Norwegian ethnicity has
been cited frequently by North Dakota scholars. Robert Wilkins, then
Robinson’s colleague at the University, concluded that "Thousands of
Norwegian farmers who had been peasants in Norway were ardent socialists."4
Jackson K. Putnam further expounded on this connection «n his study of the
North Dakota Socialist Party. Putnam maintained that Norwegians brought with
them a tradition of rural radicalism. "The Norwegians soon found reason to
retain their socialism in their new homeland. The North Dakota socialist leaders
quickly capitalized on the Norwegians’ political heritaga and allowed them to
form ’language locals’ in affiliations with the state socialist party." The members
of these organizations considered themselves the intellectual elite of the
socialist movement.5
More recent studies have continued to uphold the notion that Norwegians
were politically "left of center." Michael Paul Rogin noted that the Nonpartisan
League had strong support among Scandinavians (which in North Dakota
primarily means Norwegians) who were "traditionally radical for economic
reasons." He also observed that the Scandinavians were strongly progressive.
Although Rogin stressed economic factors as paramount in describing the
voting behavior of Scandinavians, ethnic considerations could not be ruled out
entirely.5
Another recent study that endorsed the "Wefald Thesis" is Kathleen Diane
Moum’s "Harvest of Discontent: The Social Origins of the Nonpartisan League,
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1880-1922." Mourn contended that Norwegians made up a significant portion of
the NPL membership. "A combination of political events in Norway and the
development of a peasant consciousness worked to produce a Norwegian
immigrant who was ready to participate actively in politics when events in
America worked against his interests."7 Conditions in Norway contributed to the
mighty political struggle that took place in North Dakota in 1915. Because the
Norwegian immigrant had suffered economically in the "Old Country" and hoped
to avoid similar suffering in the land of golden opportunity, he was willing to join
the NPL in order to avoid a duplication of his former station in life.8
In "To Fuel a Fire. Gender, Class, and Ethnicity in the North Dakota
Nonpartisan League 1915-1921," Eagle Glassheim also supports the left of
center hypothesis, writing "radical ideas were brought to the state by Norwegian
immigrants." Glassheim’s study introduces a novel concept to the literature of
the NPL years in North Dakota: the defeat of the NPL in 1920-21 was due to
the votes cast for the anti-League opposition by recently enfranchised women,
especially in the cities. According to Glassheim, the Nonpartisan League’s
failure to recruit rural women to its cause (including Norwegian women) was a
serious tactical error since women made the difference in the 1920 and 1921
elections.9

immigration specialists have generally upheld a left of center interpretation
as well. Arlow W. Andersen noted that while political radicalism among
Norwegian Americans did not appear until the last fifteen or twenty years of the
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nineteenth century, they were generally progressive and "in the maelstrom of
reform."10 Meanwhile, Ingrid Semmingsen, Norway’s prominent immigration
historian, asserted that in the period before 1914 the majority of Norwegians
held opinions to the left of center. Radical agrarian movements in the Dakotas
and later the Farmer-Labor Party in Minnesota had many Norwegian American
supporters.11 In a related study of Norwegian American voting behavior in
Minnesota, Cari H. Chrislock gave a qualified endorsement to the left of center
description although he noted that a variety of forces and impulses, some
rooted in Norway and others encountered in the United States, interacted with
each other to produce a mixed Norwegian American political orientation.12
Peter A. Munch contended that the Norwegians’ "political views were s'rongly
flavored by Norwegian folk culture. They championed the 'common people' and
on most issues identified themselves with the ’little man'. They were strongly
opposed to any form of 'aristocratic' rule, whether it took the form of pastoral
overlordship in their own settlements or from Yankee dominance in politics and
big business." These attitudes generally translated into progressive political
leanings although Munch pointed out that the Norwegians, particularly in the old
midwestem settlements where the Norwegian Synod had a dominant influence,
had conservative elements.13 Odd S. Lovoll, meanwhile, has noted that within
the ranks of the Norwegian language press in North Dakota the general political
orientation was in the left wing of the Republican party. The Norwegian press
often made "violent attacks on the Conservatives" and some immigrant papers
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participated in radical movements.14 As can be seen, the assertion that
Norwegian Americans were politically "left of center" has become the orthodox
interpretation.
Evidence to support such a claim, however, has been sketchy. Wefald,
for instance, relied on newspaper accounts and the voting behavior of individual
Norwegians in Congress and state offices. Putnam relied heavily on the
information he received from Henry R. Martinson, a Minnesota-bom Norwegian
who was an active socialist organizer early in the century in Ward County North
Dakota. Wilkins, to a similar extent, relied on the observations of a reporter for
Normanden, the largest Norwegian language paper in North Dakota. Rogin
studied voting records during the NPL years at the county level but used only a
small number of counties in his sample.15 Robinson likely drew his
observations from contact with Wilkins, Munch, and Putnam at the University of
North Dakota. Chrislock analyzed the voting patterns in six predominantly
Norwegian precincts in Minnesota for five key elections from 1888 to 1972,
including the 1918 Republican gubernatorial primary.16 Mourn, meanwhile,
analyzed the names on petitions to get William Lemke of the NPL on the 1916
primary ballot a well as observing support for NPL governor Lynn Frazier in the
1918 primary. She also demonstrated her thesis by analyzing the ledgers of
the NPL’s Consumer United Stores in strong Norwegian counties in the
northwest part of the state.

7
The view that Norwegian Americans were uniformly left of center has not
been accepted universally. In The Divided Heart. Dorothy Burton Skardal
depicted the Scandinavian immigrant experience through a study of literary
sources. She found that Norwegian American writers considered Populism and
other agrarian movements to be “too radical to win a large following among
such traditional conservatives."17 In A History of Modem Norway. 1814-1972.

Thomas K. Derry noted “the adhesion of the mass of Norwegian-American
voters to conservative Republicanism." He pointed out that when wheat prices
were low, there might be defections to Populism and other radical causes, but
in general "the politics of the Norwegians were the politics of contentment."18
Carlton C. Qualey and Jon A. Gjerde recognized that Norwegians in different
areas of Minnesota had different political preferences that were explained in
terms of their reactions to varying economic conditions. They also stressed that
the chronology of immigration and the background of Norway should be
acknowledged.19
Others have also questioned whether ethnicity was important in
determining the political behavior of Norwegian Americans. Ldvoll carefully
distinguished between the political orientation of the Norwegian press as
compared to the average Norwegian American by noting that other factors such
as regional interests, economic concerns, or even the popularity of a specific
candidate were more important than ethnicity in influencing how they voted. He
also mentioned that immigrant politicians learned their politics from their Yankee

8
colleagues.20 And as previously noted, both Rogin and Chrislock tempered their
assessments by stressing the importance of economic and geographic factors.
Chrislock, in particular, suggested that American ''onditions rather than the Old
World heritage shaped Norwegian American political orientation.21 This theme
also echoes strongly in Lowell J. Soike’s study of Norwegian American voters in
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa. Soike noted that economic unrest, the profile
of local political leaders, the period in which particular Norwegians entered the
United States, and most importantly the state in which they settled influenced
how Norwegians voted.22 In his study on the NPL, Scott Ellsworth observed
that Norwegian "ethnicity played an important role" in explaining the strength of
the socialists in northwestern North Dakota. He cautioned, however, that the
strength of the North Dakota Socialist Party "could not be subscribed solely to
ethnic or religious factors"; rather, the leadership abilities of local socialist
organizers must be stressed.23 William C. Sherman, a scholar of North Dakota
ethnic groups, also observed that Norwegians in northwest North Dakota were
more inclined to support left-wing political movements, such as the NPL, than
were Norwegians in eastern North Dakota. He suggested that the difficult
physical surroundings in the west, including harsh farming conditions,
accounted for the difference.24 Yet despite the efforts of scholars, the picture
concerning the political orientation of North Dakota’s Norwegians--and the
prominence of ethnicity in determining their orientation--is muddled, with the
"left of center" interpretation predominant.

9
The first challenge to Wefalri's assertion of the leftist bent of North
Dakota’s Norwegians came t.orr Playford V. Thorson of the University of North
Dakota. In his 1981 article on the Norwegian American Ole Ellingson (one o*
the founders of Epping, North Dakota), Thorson demonstrated that Ellingson’s
politics varied with his changing economic circumstances. When he was a poor
furniture store worker in the 1890s, Ellingson considered himself a radical
populist. Later on, when Ellingson became a prosperous businessman in
Williams County, he became a conservative Republican who opposed the NPL,
the cooperative movement, and even the Democrats whom he considered
"Bolsheviks." He also became an ardent supporter of the anti-NPL Independent
Voters Association in the 1920s. Ellingson’s politics reverted to the left again in
the 1930s, when the hard time of the Great Depression made his economic
status less secure and he supported the New Deal. About the only constant in
Ellingson’s life was his support for prohibition. Thorson also pointed out that
while Ellingson supported Venstre (the Left or Liberal party in Norway) during
his Populist days, the former had more in common with the American
progressive movement than with Populism. And while there were political
movements in Norway during the second half of the nineteenth century that
were similar to those in the United States and North Dakota, Thorson
questioned the extent to which these movements influenced Ellingson or other
Norwegians who settled in North Dakota

He also noted that the very success

of Venstre in Norway only served to erode the "folk culture" on which Wefald
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placed such emphasis. In particular, Venstre’s introduction of widespread
public education "was inimical to the preservation of an isolated, communalistic
folk culture." In other words, Thorson questioned whether the Norwegians
brought their left-wing politics with them from Norway.25
Thorson further challenged the "left of center" interpretation by studying
voting records in North Dakota during the socialist and Nonpartisan League
years. In Plains Folk: North Dakota’s Ethnic History. Thorson cone*
those counties with a high proportion of ethnic Norwegians (usually

t^d on
*

st 60

percent) located in the northwest comer of the state and in the eastern Red
River Valley. His study of election returns does not support the claim that all or
even most Norwegians in the state were socialist. For example, in the elections
of 1912 (the high point for socialists in North Dakota), Eugene Debs received
6,966 votes for president (about 8 percent of the state total). The combined
vote of the three socialist candidates for the U.S. House was 8,486 (about 3
percent of the state total), and the socialist candidate for governor received
6,835 votes (slightly less than 8 percent of the state total). The five
predominantly Norwegian counties in the northwest part of the State-W ard,
Mountrail, Burke, Divide, and Williams-accounted for 37 percent of the total
state socialist ballots for governor. Five predominantly Norwegian counties in
the east-G rand Forks, Griggs, Nelson, Steele, and Traill-only accounted for
seven percent of the socialist vote for governor. This was a pattern that lasted
until the first Nonpartisan League election of 1916.26
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Thorson proceeded to question the alleged uniformity of Norwegian
support for the Nonpartisan League. He pointed to the 1918 election, noting
the greater support given to the League by the five northwestern Norwegian
counties than by Norwegians in the east. He also noted that the leadership of
the anti-League Independent Voters Association was Norwegian in its makeup.
Although Thorson admitted that his findings were not conclusive, they did cast
doubt on the assertion that North Dakota’s Norwegians were uniformly left of
center and that they brought their political radicalism with them from Norway.27
Thorson, however, did point out that the Norwegians had the highest
political profile of any ethnic group in the state, seeking and holding statewide
offices consistently throughout North Dakota’s history. Their pursuit of political
office derived from a determination not to be perceived as second-class
citizens. The values of their folk culture-honesty, hard work, and parsimonymade them believe that they had much to offer to American society. The
political activism of Norwegians in many different parties, however, was not a
manifestation of any specific type of ethnic politics. And while the high political
profile of individual Norwegians in the Socialist party and the NPL probably
accounts for a perception that many Norwegians were left-wingers, Thorson
concluded that until a more detailed analysis of Norwegian voting behavior in
North Dakota is performed, the interpretation that the majority of Norwegians
were politically "left of center" will remain undecided.28
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In order to test the validity of the "left of center" thesis for Norwegians in
North Dakota, a more detailed analysis is needed. That is the purpose of this
thesis. The boundaries of the "left of center" thesis necessitates a two-part
study: first, the study will determine the political orientation of Norwegian
emigrant groups in Norway before they came to North Dakota; second, the
study will ascertain how Norwegians voted during North Dakota’s socialist and
NPL years.
To accomplish the second part of the study, voting records for the general
elections in North Dakota from 1904 to 1920 will be examined. The general
elections were used because they show how well statewide office candidates
fared in different areas of the state. For the purposes of this study, fifteen
counties were selected from across the state: Barnes, Richland, Traill, Walsh,
Ransom, Sargent, and Steele in the east; Ramsey and Bottineau in the north
central part; Adams in the southwest; and Burke, Renville, Divide, Ward, and
Williams in the northwest corner. Within each county, two to five predominately
Norwegian townships and a similar number of control townships with small
percentages of Norwegians were chosen. In this instance, Norwegian was
defined as someone who was either born in Norway, whose parents were both
bom in Norway, or whose mother tongue was listed as Norwegian on the 1910
federal census. Townships were used instead of counties because they
allowed for a much higher degree of specific ethnic designation. Although the
voter pool is smaller than it would be with counties, the use of townships is
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more accurate for determining the relationship between ethnicity and political
leftism. By breaking down election results in this manner, it becomes possible
to test two things: one, whether Norwegians were more left of center or radical
than non-Norwegians and two, to test whether Norwegians voted uniformly
across the state.
To further test the validity of the left of center hypothesis, regression
analysis will be used. Regression analysis is a statistical method that allows a
researcher to measure the association between an independent variable and
one or more dependent variables. (Regression analysis will be described in
greater detail in chapter four.) Regression analysis will be used to measure the
degree of correlation, or association, between Norwegian ethnicity and support
for socialism in the 1912 general election. Regression analysis will also be
used to measure the association between Norwegian ethnicity and support for
the Nonpartisan League in 1918 and 1920. In addition, regression analysis will
be used to test whether there is any correlation between left-wing politics (the
socialists in 1912; the NPL in 1918 and 1920), and average land values per
acre. In other words, it will test whether regional economic conditions,, rather
than ethnicity, predicts support for left-wing politics. If the left of center
hypothesis is correct, then regression analysis should indicate a relatively high
degree of association between Norwegian ethnicity and support for left-wing
politics. If it does not, however, then another factor, perhaps economic
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considerations, provides a better explanation for the support given to left-wing
political movements in North Dakota.
It should also be noted that the Nonpartisan League ran most of its
candidates in the Republican primary--an attempt to appeal to the traditional
loyalties of North Dakota voters, because of this situation, this study also
examines how the NPL fared in the 1918 Republican primary. The 1918
primary was used because it was the pivotal election year for the NPL.
Because election records for the 1918 Republican primary were not available
for all fiftean counties, only nine counties were used. The same townships that
were used for the general election were used for the examination of the
primary. The latter, however, still provides a typical sampling that allows
comparison of Norwegian voting behavior with non-Norwegian voting behavior.
It was also important to test the geographic factor. Agriculture is not the
same in all regions of North Dakota. In terms of soil quality, the Red River
Valley, located in eastern North Dakota, has very good soil; the central part of
the state has fair soil; and the western part of the state has the poorest soil.
The growing season, moreover, is short throughout the state. While rainfall
tends to be adequate in the east-averaging 20 inches per year--the amount per
year decreases as one moves westward-Divide County, for example, averages
about 12 inches per year. In terms of the ability to grow good crops, the
eastern part (especially the Red River Valley) is considered a good agricultural
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area, the central part is a moderate agricultural area, and the western part is a
marginal agricultural area.2®
The voting records used for this statewide analysis were obtained from
county auditors. However, voting records were not available for every election
in some counties. This is especially true of the western counties, which were
settled later. Adams and Divide counties, for example, did not even become
counties until 1908 and 1910, respectively.
The first part of this study seeks to determine whether Norwegians
brought their political ideas with them from Norway. Wefald has argued that
Norwegians’ political views were a product of their experience in Norway.
Rather, folk culture was the pivotal factor in producing a politics of
protest. W hether LaFollette Republicans in Wisconsin, radical
Republicans in South Dakota, Nonpartisan Leaguers in North
Dakota, or Farmer-Laborites in Minnesota, Norwegians shared the
old country heritage.30
The majority of Norwegian emigrants to America came from the farmer class.
And as Wefald has maintained, it was the folk culture of the Norwegian
peasants that colored their political views. Wefald defined what he meant by
folk culture:
The folk heritage turned on the spirit of social cohesion and
communalism. It stressed the notions of economic self-sufficiency
and co-operation. And it included compassion for the have nots and
concern for the common good. The Norwegian rural culture
disapproved both the laissez-faire spirit and Social Darwinism. It
contradicted the success myth and deplored industrial-capitalist
exploitation of the genuine producers. This led finally to a common
goal for the Norwegians-the goal of a co-operative commonwealth.31
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W efald’s choice of the phrase cooperative commonwealth is an interesting
one. If, as Wefald suggests, Norwegians were staunch supporters of socialism
and other left-wing political doctrines, then why would they support
cooperatives? After all, Karl Marx was opposed to cooperatives, which he
considered to be capitalist enterprises. Or does Wefald use cooperative
commonwealth to describe an anti-capitalist system? If he does, then why did
he select the phrase cooperative commonwealth? Wefald attributes the phrase
to then Minnesota Governor Floyd B. Olson in 19S4.32 The phrase was also s
rallying cry for some American socialists in the 1890s. W hatever its origins,
cooperative commonwealth was an English-speaking term and not one that
Norwegian immigrants brought with them from Norway.33 Therefore, the idea of
a cooperative commonwealth was something the Norwegians acquired in the
New World.
To test the first part of Wefald's thesis, this study seeks to determine how
Norwegians-particularly the bonder or farmer class-voted in Norway. Of
particular interest are those areas of Norway from which a majority of North
Dakota’s Norwegians came. Those areas were determined by consulting North
Dakota county histories, which generally give the parish or township of origin of
the first settlers. In addition, the county histories usually contain excellent
biographies as well as descriptions of the major settlement periods in North
Dakota. As will be shown later in this study, the majority of North Dakota’s
Norwegians came from the interior regions of Norway’s eastern river valleys,
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such as Hallingdal, Gudbrandsdal, Valdres, and Osterdalen (see figures 2-6).
Voting records for elections to the Norwegian parliament were available for the
years from 1882 to 1910. These records provide a breakdown based on party
affiliation. To determine the political orientation of Norway’s farmers before
1882 (the emergence of political parties) requires the utilization of more indirect
means. Among those used will be the observations of Norwegian political
leaders, detailed voting studies of parliamentary members by Norwegian
scholars, and the general observations of other Norwegian scholars. This study
will seek to characterize the political orientation of the Norwegian farmer and
ascertain whether the Norwegian immigrants transferred their politics to North
Dakota.
Although this thesis sets out to disprove that North Dakota’s Norwegians
were uniformly left of center, it does not seek to prove the exact opposite-that
North Dakota’s Norwegians were more conservative than non-Norwegians in
the state. Rather, it will demonstrate that Norwegians tended to vote much like
other North Dakotans, and that ethnicity is not a reliable predictor of leftist
political support.
Another point needs to be raised. It is difficult enough to determine how
people vote; it is even more difficult to ascertain why they vote the way they do.
To ascribe motive to voting behavior is at best risky. For the most part, the
historian who seeks to determine such motive is venturing into the realm of
speculation. And yet despite this daunting obstacle, the historian must engage
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in speculation. That, after all, is where the art of history comes into play. It is
the duty of the historian to not only ask how but also to ask w hy-even if it
requires an educated guess.
The title of this study reflects the objective of the author to determine
whether North Dakota’s Norwegians were politically left of center, even radical,
and to ascertain whether they brought their political ideas with them from
Norway. According to many scholars, Norwegians brought with them a political
legacy that was left of center or radical. In political jargon, this political
orientation is termed "red." This study seeks to answer whether North Dakota’s
Norwegians were politically "red." In other words, it asks of the Norwegians,
"How Red W as Their Protest?"
Although this thesis takes exception to Wefald's claim that Norwegians
were uniformly left of center, it does not mean that his study is without merit.
W efald’s study showcases the political ideas of prominent Norwegian
congressional politicians and governors in the upper Midwest during the years
between 1890 and 1917. His study also provides insight into the editorial
stances taken by Norwegian papers in the upper Midwest. In addition, one
aspect of his thesis is accurate-Norwegians (in North Dakota) were consistent
supporters of progressive Republicanism (although this behavior did not mean
they were leftists). Finally, W efald’s study shows how prominent Norwegian
politicians interacted within the larger Yankee American society.
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Kathleen Moum's study on Norwegians and the NPL is likewise
praiseworthy. In particular, her research on the soda! and cultural networks
deveioped by the League provides a good understanding of how the NPL
recruited and retained ethnic groups, such as the Norwegians. Furthermore,
her assertion that Norwegians in north central North Dakota were somewhat
stronger League supporters than other ethnic groups is not inaccurate. Her
study, however, is limited to one part of North Dakota and does not take into
account the political behavior of Norwegians in eastern North Dakota, for
instance. Still, Moum’s work makes a significant contribution to how the NPL
functioned at the grass-roots level.
This thesis will show that Norwegians in North Dakota were neither
politically radical or "left of center," nor did they bring their left-wing politics with
them from Norway. What the Norwegians did bring to North Dakota from
Norway was a desire to curb the evils of drinking, an anti-official bias (This term
refers to politidans. bureaucrats, and professional-class people. In general, It
refers to those who had advanced educations and were salaried.), and a desire
for honesty in sodety as well as government. In political terms, these
sentiments generally translated into support for prohibition, the Republican party
(the Democratic party was the political home of Catholics and slavery), distrust
of political machines and "bossism" (a frequent charge leveled against the NPL
leadership), and support for proponents of better, uncorrupted government such
a the progressives. For the most part, however, Norwegians did not vote the
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way they did because of ethnic considerations but rather they voted in their
economic interest. In this regard, Norwegians voted much like everybody else
in North Dakota. When they encountered exploitation at the hands of banks,
railroads, and grain companies, they engaged in behavior designed to counter
that exploitation and provide a better price for their crops. The Norwegians had
a spirit of anti-exploitation-like other North Dakotans-that could translate into
participation in cooperatives or voting for agrarian reform movements such as
the Nonpartisan League.34 This spirit of anti-exploitation should not be
mistaken for innate political radicalism. Rather, it was an indication of
pragmatic conservatism: involvement in cooperatives made good business
sense and support for the Nonpartisan League made good political sense.
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CHAPTER ONE
NORW AY, 1850-1914
The Farmer Class
On May 17, 1814 at Eidsvold, a convention of Norway’s leading citizens or

notabeler approved a constitution calling for the establishment of a
constitutional monarchy. These leaders hoped that the new constitution would
become the framework for an independent Norway which, since 1397, had
been under Danish rule. But because of Denmark’s alliance with Napoleon, the
Danish king, Frederick VI, felt compelled to safeguard his dynasty by appeasing
the enemies of Napoleon. By the treaty of Kiel (January 1 4 ,1 8 1 4 ), King
Frederick earlier had agreed to cede Norway to the king of Sweden. The
leaders of the Great Powers approved of this arrangement as a way to
compensate Sweden for its loss of Finland to Russia in 1807. As one of the
victors against Napoleon, Russia was unlikely to part with Finland. Therefore,
the Great Powers sided with Sweden and Denmark, and by the Act of Union of
1815, Norway came under the Swedish crown.
Norway, however, gained one advantage in its union with Sweden. Both
England and Russia wanted to keep Sweden weak and they agreed that
Norway should enjoy domestic rule on the basis of the Eidsvold constitution. In
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addition, Sweden’s Crown Prince, Karl Johan (the former Marshal Jean
Bernadotte of France) entertained libera! notions himself and was not adverse
to the idea of domestic rule for Norway. In the sphere of foreign policy, though,
Norway would yield to the authority of th9 monarchy.
Norway’s constitution limited the franchise to the propertied classes. The
voters chose electors who in turn selected the members of parliament. A group
of crown officials ( embetsmenn ) and professionals quickly became the dominant
element in Norway’s parliament or Storting. Members of the embetsklassen
were present in most of the important rural communities and usually included
the pastor, the district doctor, the district judge, the sheriff, and other local
administrators.1 By virtue of necessity, Norway had failed to develop its own
nobility. The country’s rugged, mountainous terrain was ill-suited for the
establishment of large landed estates. Furthermore, over 400 years of Danish
rule had stifled the growth of whatever small-sized native nobility might have
sprouted forth in Norway. The lack of a native nobility made the embets class
and its professional allies the de facto upper class in Norway.
Rural-dwelling commoners comprised the bulk of Norway's population. In
1845, 88 percent of Norway’s population was rural and by 1875 the rural
population amounted to 82 percent.2 A class of relatively independent yeoman
farmers known as the bonder occupied the top position of the rural hierarchy.
Other classes, in descending order of the hierarchy, included the cotters or
crofters (husmenn ) or tenant farmers, the servants and day laborers, and the
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paupers.3 Throughout this paper, the term farmer will refer to one who owned
his own farm. Cotter, meanwhile, will refer to one who leased land from a
farmer in exchange for rent, labor, or a portion of the goods produced. The
Norwegian constitution of 1814 limited the franchise to the following male
groups: active and retired higher government officials, the owners or five-year
leaseholders of tax registered airal land, traders and artisans, and other
persons who owned a townhouse or land worth at least 300 dollars.4 Because
of this property requirement, only the farmers among the rural dwellers were
capable of exercising the franchise. The net result was that Norway's
enfranchised population numbered only about 7 or 8 percent of the total
population until the establishment of parliamentary democracy in 1884.5
Topographical conditions were largely responsible for the settlement
patterns in Norway. The country’s steep, precipitous mountains cover much of
the land, limiting the areas of tillable soil to the narrow strips along the sides of
the long fjords or in the narrow valleys. Only in the southeastern part of the
country around Oslo, in certain areas around Trondheim, and in Jaeren, along
the southwestern coast, are there continuous areas of fairly level land. As a
consequence, long, narrow settlements separated from each other by wide
areas of uninhabited mountain ranges typified Norway’s rural communities. To
a large degree, each of these airal communities became self-sufficient and
isolatec from one another. Each valley or district concomitantly developed fairly
distinctive cultural and social traits.6
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The isolation of Norway’s rural communities made them resistant to
outside influences such as these that emanated from the urban elite of
government officials and professionals. The rural people and the urban elite
formed two distinct social estates, each with its distinct social order, and the
interaction between the two groups was limited. For those crown officials who
lived in largely rural areas, social contact with their neighboring farmers or
cotters was kept to a minimum.

Rather, they remained a clique unto

themselves and were more likely to have contact with the corresponding cliques
in other rural communities or with their colleagues in the cities than with their
immediate neighbors. The farmers, likewise, remained distant from the
embetsmenn and professionals, whom they regarded as community outsiders.
The farmers, although generally subordinate to the elites, nonetheless held a
suspicious and antagonistic attitude toward their superiors.7
In the political arena, these two groups carried on their rivalry. From 1814
to 1850, however, the official class largely held the upper hand. The farmers
gained one important victory in 1837 with the introduction of rural selfgovernment. The law provided for local councils elected by and from the same
categories of persons as the Storting. The rural districts achieved a degree of
self-rule that was equal to that of the towns, although the franchise remained
very limited. For the most part, therefore, the rural districts became free to
manage their own affairs.8
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The main goal of those who possessed the local franchise, however, was
to keep public expenditure to the minimum. The generally difficult economic
conditions of the 1830s and 1840s, combined with a general distrust of the
urban elite, made the farmer class continually suspicious of many government
expenditures which they perceived to be an unfair burden. Under the
leadership of Ole Gabriel Uelandl, the farmer class sought to limit such items as
the salaries and pensions of "non-productive" civil servants and outlays on
higher education. In economic policy, the farmers opposed the general tax on
registered land and instead preferred that public revenues should be supplied
through high import duties on luxury items. They also generally favored
protective import duties on agricultural produce, although there was some
disagreement between livestock-rearing and grain-producing areas.0
The political awakening of Norway’s farmer class owed much to two
nonpolitical movements. The first of these, Haugeanism, was named after the
founder, the lay preacher Hans Nielsen Hauge, 1771-1824. In 1796, Hauge
began to preach a fundamentalist approach to Lutheranism-the state church.
Hauge’s assertion that Biblical truths could be ascertained without the
interpretations of the learned priesthood attracted the enmity of the Church and
the crown officials. The Conventicle Act of 1741 forbade laymen to preach the
gospel and Hauge spent many of his final years in jail. However, his ideas
caught on and by the time of his death in 1824 his followers, the Haugeans,
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had established a viable and growing religious movement. The Haugeans
became especially strong in western and southern Norway.10
The farmer followers of Hauge viewed his struggle as one between the
rural people and the urban elite. By the 1830s, farmers began to elect
increasing numbers of their own members to the Storting, and these legislators
formed a regular opposition group to the urban elites. Many of the leaders of
the farmer opposition were followers of the Haugean movement.-11 Through
their efforts, the Storting repealed the Conventicle Act in 1851.12
The second movement that influenced the peasant class was national
romanticism. This movement of the early nineteenth century viewed with great
appreciation those things considered natural, primitive, and indigenous. In
Norway, this movement led to the glorification of the folk culture of the farmer
class. Although the movement was at first an almost entirely urban
phenomenon, it focused on the farmer because he was thought to be the
caretaker of true Norwegian culture. According to the romanticist, during its
four centuries under Danish rule, true Norwegian culture had been nearly wiped
out of existence. The urban elites who governed the country were products not
only of Danish culture but of European bourgeois cultural influences as well.
Only in the remote areas of rural Norway had the vestiges of true Norwegian
culture survived among the farmers. As a result of national romanticism, farmer
culture became the dominant theme in poetry, art, music, and history.13
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Although romanticism was a European-wide phenomenon, its influence
was particularly strong in Nonway. The romantic appreciation of rural culture on
the part of the bourgeois elite gave farmers a new >3e!ing of self-importance
and dignity not only in their own communities, but within the larger frame of the
general society.13 Thus, as sociologist Peter Munch noted, the farmer or
peasant class first asserted itself in a cultural struggle against the urban elite:
It is characteristic that, in general, the peasants did not seek to gain
recognition in the urban-centered society by merging into the urban
culture, conforming to its patterns and value system. In accordance
with the national romantic ideas about the virtues of the "folk"
society, they developed for themselves and demanded from others a
full appreciation and recognition of their own way of life, of their own
ethical values, and of their own form of culture. They demanded for
the peasant the freedom and right to be a peasant and yet be a
respected member of society. In this way, peasant customs,
peasant values, and the whole culture of the peasant society
acquired a new significance to the members of that society. They
became sacred symbols o f loyalty and group identification. . . . In
this way, the peasant movement was radical and conservative at the
same time. It was conservative in that its aim and goal was to
preserve the basic values of peasant society and to carry them over
into the new large-scale society. But it was radical in that it was
democratic: it was the rising movement of the socially and politically
subordinate peasant c!ass.1j
The farmers' struggle against the urban elite did not confine itself to the
cultural sphere. In the political sphere, buoyed by the effects of the Haugean
movement and national romanticism, farmers displayed a greater willingness to
challenge government officials. During the first two decades of parliamentary
government, civil servants and professionals outnumbered farmers in the
Storting. In 1833, however, the farmers succeeded in doubling their numbers
and they outnumbered the civil servants among the representatives.16
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As Peter Munch noted, the cultural movement of the Norwegian farmers
was both radical and conservative. The political movement of the farmer class
stressed the reduction in government expenditures as its main goal. And, like
its counterpart in the cultural sphere, the political struggle of the Norwegian
farmer displayed a similar conservative-anticonservative dichotomy. That
dichotomy, however, especially on the liberal or radical side, was not as
pronounced as Munch suggests. For example, notice how historian Oyvind
0sterud summarizes the agrarian political program of the 1830s and 1840s:
Measured by conventional ideological categories, the classical
peasant program is bewildering even in a conventionalized form. It
is definitely ’liberal’ in its opposition to commercial privileges and
guild monopolies. But it is equally ’illiberal’ so far as the policy for
rates of interest and import duties are concerned. It can also hardly
be labeled ’liberal’ in the cultural sphere: the peasantry opposed
general religious liberty in the 1840s. They certainly fought for the
abolition of the Conventicle A ct-and succeeded in 1842-bu t they
were highly restrictive against Jews and Christian dissenters outside
the national church. The principle of religious liberty was thus used
as an argument only so far as was necessary for the ’low church’
Haugian movement, which involved the old peasant struggle against
bureaucratic supremacy. The peasant program was ’democratic,'
but in a qualified sense. The question of extension of citizenship to
the nonpossessive [sic] classes was met with sympathy in the
structurally egalitarian south and west, while the larger eastern
freeholders-facing an increasingly numerous class of crofters and
rural proletarians--were definitely restrictive. Generally, the peasant
emphasis on 'popular' government lay on communalistic autonomy,
with decentralization as the primary ingredient. The peasantry were,
however, rather 'conservative' in their general attitude towards the
constitution of 1814 and equally so in their continuously royalist
inclinations.17
The classic agrarian politics, as practiced by Ueland and other leaders,
displayed--with one or two exceptions-conservative tendencies. But according
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to historian Jon Wefald, the Norwegian peasant acquired his political leftism,
even radicalism, in Norway. Somehow, according to Wefald, between 1850 and
1880, Norwegian farmers underwent a radical transformation in their political
views. The comments of a contemporary observer, writing in 1885, would
seem to confirm that the Norwegian farmers had become radical indeed:
Who among our representatives is responsible for this ’political
radicalism?’ In the roll-call listings, there have been attempts to
conceal [these] ideas behind a bunch of words. But it proceeds
directly from simple observation that the responsible party is the

m ajority in parliament.
Think about it: the majority in parliament, comprised of farmers and
consisting mainly of farmers with their assumptions and traditions, is
politically radical and they are the genuine kindred spirits of those
pagans [the urban radicals].18
Concomitant with its emergence as a political force, Norwegian agrarian
society underwent a structural change that began early in the century and
became appreciable around 1850. Known as den store hamskiftet, or the big
change or transformation, it marked the conversion from communal subsistence
agriculture to individualized commercial farming. The development of new farm
tools, such as the wrought iron plough, reaper, grain drill, horse rake, and
seeder, stimulated the movement towards farmer proprietorship.19 Crop rotation
and better livestock management enabled the farmer to produce a surplus.
Improvements in communications, roads, and railways, coupled with liberalized
trade and the abolition of certain trade practices and the guild system, all
served to open internal markets to agricultural products. The increased
availability of agricultural credit-of particular importance was the establishment

33
in 1851 of the Norges Hypothekbank or the royal mortgage bank-completed
the circle by allowing the farmer improved access to farm tools, consumer
goods, and additional land. Finally, enclosure and the dissolution of communal
landholdings provided the necessary prerequisite for the development of
individualized, commercial farming.20
The big change likewise affected the social structure of the agrarian
community. With the breakup of the traditional peasant pattern of communal
living, a new class of professional, freeholding farmers emerged. This new
class of farmer interacted to a greater extent with the outside world than did his
predecessor. The commercial farmer's engagement in marketing activities
made him less dependent on the traditional bonds of the old community.
Isolation was no longer as pronounced as before; the old farmer solidarity
revealed chinks in its armor. Agricultural specialization also produced tensions
between different geographic regions of Norway. Eastern Norway and the area
around Trondheim tended to specialize in grain production while southern and
western Norway tended to engage in livestock production. Each agricultural
region favored different economic policies, especially with regard to import
duties.21
The other impact of the big change in agriculture occurred within the
ranks of agrarian society. From 1801 to 1855 the number of farmers in Norway
increased by 25.9 percent (mainly due to farm partition). During the same
period, however, the number of cotters increased by 81.7 percent, the number
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of day laborers by 225.3 percent, and rural servants by 34 percent.22
Population growth alone cannot account for these increases. Rather, it was the
new commercialized agriculture that prompted the freeholding farmers to
increase their production. Because the bonder were tied to the money
economy, they emphasized production for the market, specializing in certain
agricultural products and trading for goods difficult to produce at home. They
acquired larger plots of land which in turn required greater quantities of labor
and hence led to an increase in the number of cotters and seasonal workers.
Unlike the farmers, however, the cotter class still relied on subsistence farming.
The net effect was a growing division within the agrarian society between the
landed farmers, who continued to accrue a greater share of the wealth, and the
unlanded agricultural proletarians.23 This trend was especially pronounced in
the eastern, grain-growing areas in which the holdings tended to be larger than
in the southern and western areas of Norway. The eastern areas,
consequently, tended to have more cotters on average than other areas of the
country.24
Regional differences showed up in the political arena as well during the
course of the century. In general, the farmers in western and southern Norway
tended to be supportive of prohibition, temperance, and lay preaching or the
Low Church movement, landsmSl (the country language, in contrast to riksm&l
or the Dano-Norwegian language spoken in the cities). In eastern Norway,
farmers generally opposed these issues.25 The reader who is unfamiliar with
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Norway should note that western Norway includes the fylkes or counties
(previously called amts) of Rogaland, Hordaland, Bergen, Sogn og Fjordane,
and More og Romsdal. Southern Norway includes Telemark, Austagder, and
Vestagder. (See fig. no. 1.) Politically, these southern counties usually
behaved much like the western counties. The eastern counties include
3uskerud, Vestfold, 0stfold, Oslo, Akershus, Oppland, and Hedmark. In
addition, the north central counties of Spr-Trondelag and Nord-Trondelag
usually voted politically along with the eastern counties. The remaining
northern counties generally sided with the eastern counties although
representatives from these areas sometimes pursued an independent course.26
The political differences between Eastern and Western Norway are
important to understanding the political ideas that North Dakota’s Norwegians
brought with them. Since the majority of North Dakota’s Norwegians came from
the eastern counties of Oppland, Buskerud, and Hedmark, the political attitudes
of farmers in these areas, according to Wefald, should have influenced the
politics of North Dakota’s Norwegians.27
Gabriel 0id n e, in a 1957 article, underlined the differing views of the
Eastland and the Westland. He noted that the pietism of the western and
southern farmers made them supportive of prohibition and the Low Church or
Haugean movement.28 Landsm&l, a byproduct of national romanticism,
represented an attempt to develop a purer form of Norwegian speech that
would not be as "Danified" as the riksmal spoken by the urban middle class and
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crown officials. The creator of Landsmil, Ivar Aasen, synthesized the language
from the rural speech of several western districts of Norway in the 1850s.
Owing to its origins, the Landsmal movement enjoyed greater support in the
west and south than it did in eastern Norway, much as it does today.2®
0id n e also stressed that the great disparity in the size of the holdings
among eastern farmers had created greater social stratification within the
farmer class than in western and southern Norway. In the eastern counties,
there were social divisions between not only landowners and the rural
proletariat of cotters and farm and forest workers, but also between large
landowners and small landowners. In the western counties, the holdings were
more equal in size than in eastern Norway and fewer cotters and laborers were
employed. The farming communities in the west were more egalitarian both
economically and politically than those in the east; farm laborers were usually
the sons and daughters from neighboring farms and were looked upon as social
equals. According to 0idne, these western communities tended to stand
together. Their social antagonism usually manifested itself in opposition to
outside groups, such as crown officials, city people, or tf e new industrial
workers. To the western peasant, Landsm&l represented another attack against
the cultural hegemony of the embets class.30
A contemporary observer of the period, Ludvig Daae, likewise noticed the
rivalry between the bonder of eastern and western Norway. The political diaries
of Daae, a member of parliament and a historian, provide insights into how the
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eastern bender were perceived. As a member of Venstre (the Liberal party)
from a district in southern Norway, Daae likely expressed commonly-held
impressions concerning farmers of the eastern counties, where most of North
Dakota’s Norwegians originated.
Daae mentioned the Eastland’s farmers on three different occasions. The
first occurred in January of 1860 when he noted that the representatives from
the Eastland would not sanction a coastal telegraph line that ran from Bergen to
Tromso (along the western coast) because it would not benefit the eastern
peasants directly. Daae called these Eastland farmers "mean."31 In another
instance, Daae observed the opposition among the Eastlanders to a law that
would create local school commissions to oversee the functions of the schools.
The Eastlanders opposed it because they only wanted farm owners, not farm
laborers or cotters, to be able to vote for and be elected to the school
commissions. Daae registered his disgust by saying: "There cannot be found
a more aristocratic people than these Eastlanders."32 Finally, in 1877, Daae
wrote that the Eastland representatives had opposed the funding for a
steamship line that would serve the west coast of Norway. He stated that
"These people understand nothing about our demands for communication," and
that among the Eastland farmers, "There is a natural and royally-inclined
sentiment.

*33

39
Political Protest Movements
Despite their differences, the Vestlendinger (Westlanders) and the

0stlendinger (Eastlanders) retained much in common owing to their shared
animosity toward the official's class. In addition to the cultural protest
movements, the bonde class participated in political protest movements that
challenged the supremacy of the officials, often by radical means.
Although these political protest movements were considered radical, it is
important to understand what the nineteenth century definition of radicalism
(particularly in Norway) entailed. Jens Arup Seip, a prominent historian, writing
in the early 1970s, has provided such a definition:
In a political context the word [radical] originally had a precise
meaning: it characterized someone who was a supporter of
universal suffrage and had, therefore, another meaning than the
slightly older word "liberal." Then radical acquired an expanded
meaning that best can be defined as such: Political radicalism is
characterized by the desire for the revision of the established order
in favor of the little person in society at the expense of the big
person, and accompanied in general by strong antipathy toward the
big people. Radicalism, therefore, almost always leans toward the
direction of social radicalism.34
Seip noted that the struggle between the little person and the big person
connoted a struggle between the producing classes, the farmers and craftsmen,
and the using classes, the officials and capitalists. Or, put another way, it was
between the taxpayers and the tax-takers or vampires. The radical wanted the
producing classes to succeed the aristocracy of officials as the leading element
in Norwegian society. Unlike later revolutionaries, however, the nineteenth
century Norwegian radical believed that the establishment of universal suffrage
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-through the most direct form of democracy possible-would accomplish this
goai. Once the producing classes acquired political power, the radical
reasoned, they would obtain their just economic rewards and become social
equals of officials, professionals, and capitalists.35
Norway's first radical political movement occurred around the midpoint of
the nineteenth century when Marcus Thrane founded the first

Arbeiderforeninger (Labor Associations). Born in 1817 to a prominent but
recently impoverished Oslo family, Thrane engaged in a number of pursuits
without any notable success, in 1838 he traveled across Europe, spending
much of his time in Paris including some time in jail on the charge of vagrancy.
While in Paris he learned of the radical ideas circulating among the European
intelligensia. After returning to Oslo, Thrane married in 1841 and together with
his new wife established a private school at Lillehammer. When he tired of the
life of a schoolmaster, Thrane became the editor of Drammens Adresse (the
newspaper of a town in southeastern Norway) in August of 1848. Influenced by
the February Revolution of 1848, he used the newspaper to criticize the
injustices in Norwegian society, especially the lack of political and social
democracy. His ideas frightened some and outraged many; by December of
1848 the publisher of Drammens Adresse discharged Thrane.36
Not to be discouraged, Thrane started his own newspaper,
Arbeiderforeriinaernes Blad (the Labor Associations’ Newspaper) on May 5,
1849. Through his articles and lectures given around the country, he
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encouraged workers, rural laborers, and cotters to organize into cooperative
societies. He railed against the bureaucratic exploitation of the farmers and
workers. In particular, he singled out the clergy of the state Church, whom he
regarded as among the worst oppressors of the common man. Thrane’s brand
of socialism reflected many of Proudhon’s ideas. Thrane called for the
establishment of cooperative methods at all levels of production. He was also
an agrarian socialist and believed that farming should be done on a collective
basis. Despite his anticlericism, Thrane maintained a religious-moralist view in
his philosophy37 and viewed Christ both as a revolutionary and true socialist.38
During the next year, the number of worker associations continued to
grow although they were located mainly in eastern Norway and the Trondelag.
On May 19, 1850, Thrane and Paul Hjelm-Hansen, a lawyer, wrote a petition to
King Oscar I containing ten grievances that the association sought to redress.
The petition, which contained 12,833 signatures, carefully worded its political
and economic demands in the language of loyalty to the monarch. Thrane’s
decision to bypass parliament and address the king directly revealed his
sympathies for the English Chartist movement. Like many farmers and
workers, Thrane viewed the elitist parliament with suspicion. Rather, he looked
to the king as the final arbiter who protected the little man against tyranny and
arbitrariness.39
Thrane’s petition showed concerned for the lower classes in Norway. The
first four demands dealt with the abolition of limitations on free trade and the
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elimination of harmful tariffs on imported necessities. The remaining demands
were the products of Thrane’s radical ideas. Perhaps the most radical was the
introduction of universal male suffrage. Thrane noted that the inability of the
cotter class to purchase land denied them the right to vote. He also called for
universal military service, reforms in the judicial system, and better schools.40
Thrane emphasized popular education for the workers and cotters as a
necessary prerequisite for the establishment of democratic government. To
him, popular education and universal male suffrage were fundamental to the
creation of an enlightened society.41
The worker associations reached their peak during the summer of 1850.
Usual estimates placed the number of associations at 273 with around 21,000
members while more recent scholarship suggests that the respective numbers
might have been as high as 400 and 30.000.42 On July 31 of that year one
hundred delegates assembled in Christiania (Oslo) and produced a platform.
Most of the planks reflected earlier demands enunciated in the petition to the
king: free trade, the abolition of trade privileges, restriction of the liquor trade, a
better regulation of relations between farmer and cotter, better public schools,
universal suffrage, and universal military service. Thrane hoped that this
program would influence the election of members to the parliament, but only
one member, Johan Sverdrup from Larvik, in southern Norway,, was elected.
Taken as a whole, these demands were moderate. Only the demand for
universal suffrage was radical at the time, although even then it was not
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revolutionary. Thrane’s own caution dictated that the movement proceed
slowly. However, when in November of 1850 the king refused to accept the
petition, Thrane threw caution to the wind. He demanded that the state assist
cotters in obtaining land by financing banks that would loan money at low rates
of interest. In addition, he argued in favor of old age pensions and disability
insurance. These "socialist” demands clearly violated the principles of classical
liberalism. By 1851, the government feared that Thrane’s ideas constituted
revolution and it undertook measures designed to stop the movement.43
The government acted to arrest the leaders of the movement. Initially, it
accused Thrane of blasphemy but the superior court overturned the charge. In
the meantime, several of Thrane’s agrarian followers heeded their leader’s
ideas and put them into practice. They divided the land among themselves, cut
timber in the forests, and operated their farms on a collective basis. Thrane
implored his followers to abstain from such radical practices, for he feared that
the government would act quickly to suppress the movement. He was correct.
Following a labor convention sit Christiania in June of 1851, the government
began to arrest the leaders of the movement. All told, the government
managed to convict one hundred and thirty-eight persons of various offenses,44
After a lengthy legal process, the court finally sentenced Thrane in June, 1855,
and he served time in jail until July, 1858. Despite efforts to renew the
movement, Thrane was unable to rally members to the cause and in 1863 he
emigrated to America. There he spent the greater part of his remaining years
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as the publisher of various radical Norwegian language newspapers. He died
at Eau Claire, Wisconsin in 189C).45
Although the Thrane movement preceded the Norwegian Labor movement
by forty years, Norwegian scholars generally have viewed the movement as a
precursor to the development of twentieth century socialism in Norway.
Scholars such as Halvdan Koht and Oddvar Bjprkland considered Thrane the
first champion of the lower classes in Norway. From their perspective, his
efforts to organize the working class and rural laborers against the upper class
imbued the Norwegian proletariat with the modern concept of class
consciousness. Having "indoctrinated" the masses, Thrane laid the groundwork
for the later establishment of socialism. These efforts, so the argument goes,
made Thrane the founding father of Norwegian socialism.46
Recent scholarship, however, challenged this portrayal of one of the lower
class versus the upper class. Tore Pryser’s study of Thrane’s followers in
Ullensaker, located north of Oslo, concludes that the Thrane movement cut
across class lines. Iri Ullensaker, at least, the struggle was not one between
rural laborers and their employers but rather was a traditional liberal protest
movement that sought to broaden the franchise, lift restrictions on trade
practices, and secure civil rights.47 K£re Tpnnesson also notes the crosssectional character of the Thrane Movement. Furthermore, he provides a
plausible explanation for the relatively high percentage of bonder who were
Thranites. A large percentage of the farmer Thranites, as Tpnnesson calls
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them, were backwoodsman who occupied recently cleared ground on the
outskirts of the parishes. Several of these farms were former cotter holdings
that were transformed into small, marginal farms when the cotter purchased his
independence. It was this class of farmer, which had only recently gained the
right to vote, that joined the Thrane movement.48 Tbnnesson, however, does
mention that the percentage of farmer membership varied from one location to
another depending on local conditions. He concludes that Thrane created a
broad popular movement that included several more or less independent
movements. These consisted of a farmer movement, a cotter movement, and a
labor movement.49
Despite the demise of the Thrane movement, Norwegian politics remained
volatile. Opposition to the government in parliament appeared in the late 1850s
with the emergence of a group of urban radicals who would become the core of
Norway’s Liberal Party. In addition, the continued cleavage between the
farmers and the bureaucratic elites adumbrated a future conflict. An economic
depression, which started in 1857 and lasted throughout the 1860s, precipitated
the emergence of a radical farmer protest movement in 1865 known as "The
Society of the Friends of the Farmers," Bondevenneneselskab. Its leader,
S0ren Jaabaek, was a self-educated farmer’s son who represented the Mandal
district in southern Norway in parliament from 1845 to 1891. The movement
originated in Jaabaek’s southern district and spread out mainly into the western
and southern areas of Norway, although there were some strong farmer’s
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society areas in Oppland in eastern Norway.50 Jaabaek also published the
movement’s newspaper, Foiketidende. the People’s Times, and by 1871 it had
a subscription list of 20,000. That same year, the movement reached its peak
with 300 local organizations and 25,000 members.
Hard economic conditions during the 1860s certainly aided Jaabaek’s
cause. During the decade, the price of grain declined by as much as 40
percent in some areas. At the same time, however, municipal taxes doubled in
many areas and even tripled in some.51 As a consequence, the main feature of
the Farmers Society movement was its emphasis on keeping public
expenditures to a minimum. In particular, Jaabaek battled to limit severely the
salaries and pensions of government officials. Jaabaek’s efforts toward this
end earned him the nickname Neibaek (in Norwegian ja means yes and nei
means no, a reference to the fact that he often voted no to any new
appropriations).52
Jaabaek, however, did not limit his attacks on government spending to
those bills that benefitted only the officials. For financial reasons, he and his
followers also opposed such traditional farmer demands as annual
parliamentary sessions and a jury system in legal affairs. Furthermore, he
wanted to reduce the number of agricultural schools, of immense benefit to the
farmer class, from eighteen to six.53 Further demands included liberalism in
trade and industry and reforms such as universal suffrage, direct elections to
the Storting, and improvements in general education. Jaabaek sought to ease
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indebtedness among farmers by lowering the interest rate on long-term loans
from five to four percent,54 He also opposed the Royal Mortgage Bank since he
considered financial credit to be a necessary evil during periods of crisis, rather
than a productive endeavor.55
Jaabaek’s ideas made him a target of the conservative press.

Morgenbiadet referred to him as a reckless, ultra radical.56 Other conservatives
also noted the radicalism of Jaabaek and his followers. In a letter to Frederick
Stang, head of the government, Georg Sibbern, Norwegian minister of state in
Stockholm, expressed his concerns about the effect of the Farmers Society
movement on the forthcoming election by noting that "it will not be long before
the extremists bring about a sudden change."57 Stang, meanwhile, hoped that
the people, with God’s help, would battle against the advance of
Jaabaekianism.53 The real key, he surmised, concerned the efforts of the
officials' class in parliament: "It gladdens me to see that the Jaabaekian
agitation nevertheless is not capable of suppressing the veterans among the
representatives of the embets-class. . . ."59 Another conservative, Bernhard
Dunker, believed that the Jaabaek’s activities had little chance of "locking out
the embetsmen."50 Stang, however, was greatly concerned with Jaabaek’s
efforts to limit the salaries of government officials:
The poor fellows’ position, with whom I naturally have had to speak
to about the issue, had, I could note, a disposition as if they were
busy preparing to go lie down willingly into the Devil’s open jaws.61
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Stang’s apprehension concerning the "Apostle" of the Farmers Society
movement62 overstated the impact that Jaabaek could achieve. Jaabaek had to
craft his program’s demands carefully lest he disturb the peasant coalition. His
demands for universal suffrage found little support among the large freeholders
of central and eastern Norway, many of whom remained unwilling to share
power with the rural proletariat.63 In addition, Jaabaek's preoccupation with
governmental austerity generally meant that he disdained "higher politics, such
as the question of a union with closer ties to Sweden, because it was not of
concern to the common people."64 Even Jaabaek's later endorsement of annual
parliamentary sessions-his belief that yearly meetings would facilitate a closer
watch on public expenditures-revealed his fixation with limiting governmental
outlays65 and his insistence on fixing the interest rate on loans.66
The Farmers Society movement declined from the early 1870s. The
economic boom of the decade reduced the sense of urgency found in earlier
times. The farmers of eastern Norway had joined the movement because of
economic hardship but that incentive was no longer a concern. Moreover,
Jaabaek’s own Ideas became more radical as he increasingly involved himself
in higher politics of broader national issues. Influenced by the 1871 Paris
Commune, he embraced republican ideals of government and became imbued
with a strong sense of pacifism, anticlericism, and even anti-religious bias.67 He
also argued for equality between men and women and direct elections to the
Storting.68 These radical ideas offended the bulk of the farmers, who turned
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away from the movement or else acted largely according to their own local

needs.69 The demand for universal suffrage likewise fell largely upon deaf ears
among the farmers.70
The ultimate failure of the Farmers Society movement marked the end of
classical agrarian politics. Jaabaek’s dream of a broadly-based popular
movement never materialized. Attempts to attract the lower classes among the
rural populations met with little success--85-90 percent of the members were
landholding farmers.71 By 1870 the farmers became economically tied to the
money economy. Their needs created new demands for communications
systems, technical knowledge, and credit that could not be met on a
communalistic basis. Farmers gravitated toward the middle classes rather than
toward the pre-industrial lower classes the Farmers Society movement intended
to embrace. The politics of the farmers gradually shifted from one which held a
negative view of the government of the embets class to one that placed a
positive emphasis on government services. This trend led them to lend greater
support to the liberal opposition party of Johan Sverdrup.72 The farmers found
higher politics-albeit of a more conservative stripe than Jaabaek espoused-to
be in their interest.
The emergence of both the Thrane movement ;?nd the Farmers Society
movement, within a relatively short period of time, might suggest that
Norwegian farmers readily adhered to the ideas of radical politics. Hans Try’s
comparative study, however, indicates otherwise. He argues that the Thrane
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movement and the Farmers Society movement met complimentary needs.
Although both movements endorsed ideas such as economic liberalism,
universal suffrage and better public education, they appealed to different
constituencies. Thrane’s movement placed much emphasis on bettering the
condition of cotters and workers, while Jaabaek's movement largely concerned
itself with problems of freeholding farmers. Thrane’s movement, moreover,
consisted of an association of different groups whose economic interests were
not necessarily coincidental-they were united by their opposition to the embets
class. Jaabaek’s movement was an interest-type group that appealed to a
narrower economic class. And while the Farmers Society certainly opposed the
embets class, their efforts were more negative since they focused on limiting
the expenditures of the government.73
Try’s study also illustrates the cleavages within the farmer class. In
general, the bondevenn movement was weakest in those areas where there
were large numbers of cotters. Such areas generally contained fewer but larger
holdings which, in turn, employed more cotters and seasonal laborers.74 These
areas were found mainly in the relatively flat eastern districts in the Oslo
vicinity, including Vinger, Solpr, Sor-Osterdalen, Land and Spr-Gudbrandsdalen.
The Farmers Society movement tended to be strong elsewhere especially in
southern and western Norway. The two movemenis complemented each other
geographically: areas that had given strong support to Thrane generally gave
weak support to the Farmers Society. An overlap of the two movements was
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located in the interior reaches of eastern Norway, including Haliingdal, Valdres,
and upper Gudbrandsdalen,76 regions of strong Norwegian settlement in North
Dakota {see Figures 2-6).
The Struggle for Parliamentary Democracy
Some scholars have pointed to a different cause for the alleged leftist
political orientation of Norwegians in America. To these scholars, the
Norwegian farmer acquired his radical ideas through his activity within Venstre,
"the Left," or the Liberal party. Kathleen Diane Mourn noted that support for the
Liberal party manifested itself as an outgrowth of rural unrest and suggests that
when North Dakota's Norwegians encountered economic and political
difficulties, they translated their Norwegian experience into membership in the
Nonpartisan League.76 Robert IP. Wilkins commented on the "straight left"
sympathies of the thousands of Norwegian settlers in North Dakota, many of
whom sent funds from their new home to left-wing (Venstre) leaders in Norway
to enable them to carry on their fight against entrenched privilege there.77
The fight against the "entrenched privilege" of the officials’ class led to the
creation of the Reform Union, Reformforeningen, in 1859. The Reform Union
was an alliance of thirty farmer members of the parliament, led by Ueland, and
a group of seven urban radicals. The leader and driving force of the Union was
Johan Sverdrup, whose first election had been helped by the Thranite
movement. In 1814, Norwegian law fixed the number of members of the
Storting at 111, of whom 74 had to represent rural areas. In 1876 these
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numbers were increased to 114 and 76, where they remained until 1952/8
Realizing that farmers were potentially the dominant force in the Storting,
Sverdrup hoped to capitalize on the arrangement and create a powerful
opposition to the government of the embetsmenn. The Reform Union, however,
lasted less than a year when Sverdrup tried to insist that its members should
vote according to the decision of the majority.79 Its members were not yet
willing to commit themselves to a full-fledged party organization.80
Prior to the emergence of political parties, the Norwegian Storting
consisted of parliamentary cliques whose members allied themselves on the
basis of persona! whim. Sverdrup’s earlier tenure in parliament during the
1850s taught him the need to secure working alliances among sometimes
disparate groups. He also learned that political radicalism did not sit well with
the majority of the Storting’s members. His proposal to institute universal
suffrage in municipal politics met with staunch resistance, especially from the
Eastland’s farmers. After this period during the 1850s, Sverdrup moderated his
political views and sought different avenues of cooperation within the Storting.81
Despite its dissolution, the Reform Union’s platform foreshadowed the
course that the liberal faction would pursue during the next two decades.
Under the leadership of Sverdrup and Johannes Steen, the liberals sought
yearly sessions of parliament, the maintenance of Norway's rights as a
sovereign kingdom, opposition to centralized power, ioca! self-government, trial
by jury, and iocal control over school affairs.82 In pursuit of these goals,
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Sverdrup courted the support of the western farmers. As Sibbern observed,
whenever Sverdrup required a majority of votes, he "secured himself to
Jaabaek and his phalanx."83 Moreover, Sverdrup's outstanding leadership
qualities, coupled with his debating skills, made him a formidable political
general according to his conservative rivals. Dunksr noted that Sverdrup was
"honorable, unselfish, incorruptible under all circumstances,"84 while Stang saw
him as "a pure and simple, ordinary party leader" who could "take advantage of
them [the Jaabaekians] tor his purposes."05 Sverdrup's ascendancy also
benefited from the lack of ambition by Jaabaek, who seemed content to let
Sverdrup lead.66
The year 1869 marked a watershed in Norwegian politics. By a vote of
81 to 30, Sverdrup achieved his first major political victory with the passage of
a bill implementing yearly sessions of the Storting. Its success owed much to
the alliance that Sverdrup had forged between Jaabaek’s followers, Ueland’s
followers, and a small group of urban radicals known as the collegium politicum.
Before passage of the bill, the Storting met every three years for no more than
two months. With yearly sessions, however, Sverdrup and the liberals achieved
the first step on the road to parliamentary government. Sverdrup wanted to
make the Storting the supreme power in the land: "All power is to be united in
this assembly."87 Ueland, who died in 1870, also placed great value on the
implementation of yearly sessions of parliament, which he considered to be his
political testament.00 But perhaps the most significant achievement was that
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Sverdrup's great victory marked the entry of the Left party {Venstre) into
Norwegian politics.
With the emergence of Venstre, Norwegian politics entered a period
known as "the struggle for parliamentary democracy." From 1869 to 1884,
Venstre arid the Conservatives clashed over a number of constitutional issues
designed to widen the powers of parliament at the expense of the crown. The
most controversial issue was Venstre's proposal to include the cabinet in the
deliberations of the Storting. Sverdrup and the Liberals argued that the
measure was necessary for the introduction of parliamentary democracy.09
Frederick Stang and the Conservatives, meanwhile, maintained that the
introduction of parliamentary government might lead to a tyranny of the
majority. Other countries, they argued, had found it necessary to provide
safeguards in the form of an upper house which could protect the minority.
Since the Storting was a unicameral body, the Conservatives would only agree
to the cabinet measure if the Storting became a bicameral legislature.90
Throughout the 1870s and early 1880s, Venstre passed the cabinet bill several
times by a large majority. On each occasion, Stang and his conservative
ministers convinced the King to veto the bill. These actions demonstrated that
the cabinet was responsible to the crown and not to the Storting.
The Conservatives justified the royal veto on thG grounds that Sverdrup
and the urban liberals were misleading the Norwegian people. The
Conservatives believed that the farmers in particular did not desire
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parliamentary democracy. Morgenbiadet. the leading conservative paper,
claimed that the farmers would realize that Sverdrup was guiding them toward
republicanism and socialism.91 Undoubtedly, Morgenbiadet hoped to raise an
old fear among the farmers that it had first voiced around 1870. Parliamentary
democracy, and the extension of suffrage, would place the farmers under the
power of the cotters, the workers, and the day laborers who would suck them
dry with higher taxes.92 The Conservatives thus felt that the farmers would
withdraw their support for Venstre.
Sverdrup moved quickly to counter these charges. In a speech given on
the cabinet issue in 1880, he downplayed the radical extent of the proposal and
oresented a different picture of the Norwegian people:
So there is the great danger that radicalism is growing in our land. I
heard about it yesterday, but I could not have obtained the slightest
impression from my own personal experience. If there is a country
in the world that is free from radicalism then it is truly Norway. Have
there ever appeared any ideas during the period that could be said
to point in that direction? Has it [radicalism] always appeared to be
monstrous? Nothing substantial has ever come from it. I cannot
say anything other than what I believe: that radicalism is a less
threatening boogeyman to us than are the private negotiations and
secret arrangements [of the Conservative government]. It would
behoove us to behave like men and wait awhile to see if the radicals
actually show up.03
Sverdrup also noted that the Norwegian people were sound in their basic
character and that a parliamentary system would affect Norway even less than
it had affected England:
When I look at England it becomes clear that the country has been
ruled by the aristocracy and continues to be so in spite of a
parliamentary system and a legislature with two chambers. Just as
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the application of the parliamentary system has maintained and
continues to maintain England’s position [in the world], so would its
application [to Norway] maintain our own position [in the world]. But
is there a country in the world, not even with the exception of the
politically schooled England, where the people are as conservative in
their basic character as they are here [in Norway]? The harsh life
has taught us to hold on to that which is realistic; to that which has
practical meaning for life and the hereafter. We leam discipline and
values from the severity of nature and a life of hard work; we are not
among those who accept [new ideas] too quickly. Should one
complain about something it must be that we are occasionally a little
slow [to adapt to change].94
The struggle for parliamentary democracy came to a political climax in
1882. The elections of that year marked the first time that the voters could cast
ballots for the electors based on party affiliation. In addition to Venstre, the
Conservatives ran candidates under the Hayre (right) party label. The election
of 1882 centered on the issue of whether the cabinet should remain solely
responsible to the authority of the crown or whether the cabinet should be
responsible to the authority of the Storting. After a rigorous and spirited public
campaign, Venstre triumphed by a margin of 83 to 31, thus paving the way for
the implementation of parliamentary democracy. Although the King, Oscar II,
refused to appoint a Liberal ministry for a time, he eventually yielded to the
pressure from both Venstre and public opinion. On July 2, 1884, the Sverdrup
ministry assumed the reins of government. Norway had achieved parliamentary
democracy.96
During the next five years, the Sverdrup ministry accomplished several
reforms. Venstre passed a bill that widened the franchise to include about 12
percent of the total population based on the amount of taxes paid. The new
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taw also retained the system of indirect elections to the Storting.96 Although the

law fell far short of achieving universal suffrage, Sverdrup dared not attempt
any greater change because he knew that the farmers of eastern »■Jorway would
have opposed it bitterly. His party also introduced the jury system and reforms
of the army which included a reduction in numbers and length of training. To
appease his rural constituents, Sverdrup passed a number of laws that provided
greater local control over the appointment of rural police officials, the
management of schools, and the establishment of folkeskoler, or public
elementary schools that operated outside of the control of the bishops and
parish clergy.97 The Storting also passed an equality resolution which, at least
legally, gave landsmal an equal footing as a national language.98
Sverdrup found it more difficult, however, to keep power than achieve it.
As long as the Conservative opposition controlled the government, Sverdrup
managed to hold together the two groups of his coalition--the urban liberals and
the farmers. Once in power, though, their differences quickly divided Venstre.
In 1891, the party broke up into two splinter parties. The urban liberals, who
controlled the left-wing faction, came to be known as Pure Venstre, while the
right-wing faction formed a party known as Moderate Venstre. Despite its
name, however, Moderate Venstre was a politically conservative party,
especially with regard to social and moral issues.99 The farmers of the western
and southern coastal regions of Norway, who formed the nucleus of Moderate
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Venstre, were suspicious of the urban liberals whom they believed promoted
atheistic and anti-Christian values.100
The idea of forming a center party situated between Venstre (Liberals)
and Hdyre (Conservatives), however, was not a new one. Both Ludvig Daae
and Ketil Motzfeldt, two prominent Venstre leaders, referred to opportunities to
form such a party in the late 1870s.101 The antipathy toward the embets class,
however, overcame the farmer leaders’ mistrust of their urban brethren within
Venstre. As historian Rolf Danielsen has noted, farmers comprised the right
wing of Venstre and their political orientation placed them in a centrist position
between the urban liberals and the conservative embetsmenn,102 In other
words, the Norwegian farmer class occupied a political position that was right of
center or moderately conservative. After the 1891 split, the political cleavage
between the urban liberals and the farmers became more pronounced. In
1893, for example, farmers in the eastern districts of Norway formed a Centrum
party that reflected many of the views of Moderate Venstre.'03 Furthermore,
after 1891, both Pure Venstre, which is usually referred to as Venstre, and
H&yre made inroads into the traditional stronghold of each other’s party.
Venstre obtained more support in the cities and towns while Hdyre won more
support from the rural areas.104 It is therefore erroneous, as some scholars
have suggested, to characterize Norwegian farmers as being politically leftist.
Rather, they were conservative.
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In attempting to ascertain what the Norwegians brought with them to
North Dakota, it is important to bear in mind the time period during which they
emigrated. Because so many of North Dakota’s Norwegians came during the
decades of the 1870s, 1880s, and 1890s, political events in Norway during
these years likely had a significant impact on the ideas that the immigrants
held. The majority of North Dakota’s farmers came from the eastern districts of
Norway. Therefore, the political behavior of farmers in those areas of Norway
during the 1870s through the 1890s determined what ideas were brought to
North Dakota. The eastern Norwegian farmers supported Venstre’s efforts to
implement parliamentary government. No doubt they saw parliamentary
government as a way to curb the power of their traditional enemies, the
embetsmenn. The eastern farmers, however, were unwilling to support
universal suffrage because they did not want to share political power with the
lower classes, such as cotters, farm laborers, and industrial workers. They also
opposed the efforts of the urban liberals to pass social legislation designed to
improve conditions for the working classes such as accident insurance or old
age pensions. Instead, the eastern farmers wanted the state to limit
expenditures except for such items as credit and transportation improvements
that benefitted the farmers directly. These attitudes hardly qualified as
indicators of leftist political thought.
To measure accurately the political attitudes of the non-landowning rural
classes, such as the cotters and rural laborers, is, however, more difficult.
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Ingrid Semmingsen, Norway’s prominent immigration historian, has shown that
the majority of Norwegian emigrants to America came from the Sower classes,
such as the cotters, craftsmen, and laborers.105 Most, if not all of them,
however, could not vote at all prior to 1884. Even with the extension of the
franchise in 1885, many of the cotters still could not vote. Any attempt to
characterize what attitudes this class held when they came to North Dakota
during the 1870s and 1880s is at best an educated guess. The cotters as a
group did not gain the franchise until 1898 when Norway implemented universal
male suffrage. After 1898, the scholar can gain some idea of the political
attitude of the cotters by studying subsequent elections. Prior to 1898,
however, the scholar must rely on more indirect observations.
An observation of the political behavior of Norwegian immigrants who
came to North Dakota from 1870 to 1900 provides good insight into what ideas
the cotters brought with them. Playford V. Thorson, historian at the University
of North Dakota, has observed that North Dakota’s Norwegians displayed a
determination not to become second-class citizens. Since many of them had
been denied the franchise in Norway, they aggressively sought political office in
North Dakota. In addition, Thorson notes, they were solid supporters of the
Republican pady. When corruption tainted the Republican party, the
Norwegians, through the auspices of the Scandinavian Republican League,
fought to reform the questionable practices wrought by political bossism. They
strongly supported education and were influential within the Prohibition
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movement, Thorson concludes that the North Dakota Norwegians, above ail,
wanted to show that they were successful and capable of great achievement.
The Norwegians did not want to be classified as just another group of "dumb
immigrants," Rather, the Norwegians in North Dakota wanted to become
respected citizens; they wanted to climb up the social ladder. These traits,
according to Thorson, marked the Norwegians in North Dakota as
conservative.106
Thorson, however, cautions against presenting the political ideas of the
North Dakota Norwegians based solely on their experience in Norway. He
points out that many Norwegians lived elsewhere in America before they moved
on to North Dakota. According to Thorson, during this "delay time" the
Norwegians very likely acquired some of their ideas while they were living in
Minnesota, Iowa, Wisconsin, and other states. As Thorson points out, it is not
unreasonable to assume that American political ideas influenced North Dakota’s
Norwegians. Significant numbers of ethnic Norwegians in North Dakota, 63
percent, had never lived in Norway-their political experience was entirely
American. If North Dakota’s Norwegians were politically leftist, argues Thorson,
then it is just as plausible to conclude that they acquired those ideas in
America.107
A n o th e r e p is o d e th a t g iv e s in s ig h t in to th e N o rw e g ia n p o litic a l p ro file w a s
th e 1 9 0 5 U n io n c ris is b e tw e e n N o rw a y a n d S w e d e n .

In th e 1 9 0 3 e le c tio n s , th e

C o a litio n p a rty, an e le c to ra l m e rg e r b e tw e e n H 0 y re a n d s o m e m e m b e rs o f th e
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right wing of Venstre (the old Pure Venstre), won enough seats to form a
government. (Moderate Venstre and the Centrum party had both disappeared
by then and most of their supporters jointed H&yre.) The Coalition party
negotiated a settlement with Sweden in 1905 by which Norway gained its
independence. During the nineteenth century, the Conservatives had opposed
abrogation of the 1815 Act of Union between Norway and Sweden. By 1900,
however, H0yre had changed from a party dominated by the embetsmenn to a
party dominated by the industrial and business concerns of the capitalist class.
As studies by Alf Kaartvedt and Rolf Danielsen have shown, the Conservatives
wanted to settle the Union question because of domestic concerns. With the
advent of universal manhood suffrage and the emergence of the industrial
working classes, the Conservatives feared that the socialists would eventually
gain control of the government.108 To counter that threat, Christian Micheisen, a
shipbuilder from Bergen and leader of the Coalition party, wanted to secure an
alliance between the capitalists in H0yre and the farmers in Venstre’s right
wing. Although a member of Venstre, Micheisen was an economic
conservative. Like other economic conservatives, he believed that the
enthusiasm for an independent Norway was the main reason that the country’s
farmers continued to support Venstre.109
F o llo w in g th e a tta in m e n t o f in d e p e n d e n c e , th e m ain is s u e fo r th e
N o rw e g ia n s c o n c e rn e d w h a t ty p e o f g o v e rn m e n t th e c o u n try w o u ld h a v e . T h e
C o n s e rv a tiv e s an d s o m e L ib e ra ls w a n te d a c o n s titu tio n a l m o n a rc h y w h ile m o s t
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left-wing politicians wanted a republic. The country held a plebiscite in
November of 1905 to determine whether to uphold the Storting’s solution of a
constitutional monarchy or to reject it in favor of a republic. Norwegian voters,
by a margin of 259,563 to 69,264, 79 percent to 21 percent, gave their support
to the constitutional monarchy.110 Haakon V!i, a member of the Danish royal
family, assumed the throne on November 18, 1905. Election returns reveal that
Norway’s rural population gave strong support to the constitutional monarchy.
Even among the working classes, support for the monarchy was much higher
than expected. Only three northern cities, Vardd, Narvik, and Rdros cast
republican majorities.111 The support among the farmers and rural dwellers for
a constitutional monarchy instead of a republic provides further evidence of the
conservative tendencies of the Norwegians. Among North Dakota’s Norwegians
such conservative sentiments were likely present as well.
Did North Dakota’s Norwegians acquire their alleged political leftism
during their earlier involvement with Venstre in the years from 1869 to 1905?
The answer is no. Venstre was a classical liberal party during the latter half of
the nineteenth century. Its main demands were for parliamentary democracy,
universal suffrage, extension of civil rights, and free trade. None of these
demands constituted political leftism. Like other European libera! parties,
Venstre did not advocate radical changes in society-the party never called for
the nationalization of the means of production and distribution. Venstre never
favored the reorganization of society on a communal basis. Venstre was a
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strong supporter of personal property rights. During the 1890s, Venstre (Pure
Venstre) advanced a number of measures to improve the conditions for the
working class. These measures, however, were reforms and Venstre was a
reform party not a revolutionary party. Reform parties are not radical; they are
moderate or moderate y conservative. Venstre could be favorably compared to
the Progressives in the U.S., led by the Republican party. Moreover, the
Norwegian farmers who comprised Venstre's right wing were definitely
conservative. If North Dakota's Norwegians were truly left-wingers, then they
must have acquired such tendencies from another source in Norway. Venstre
was not the source of radicalism among North Dakota’s Norwegians.
Advent of the Labor Party
Some scholars have maintained that North Dakota’s Norwegians were
ardent socialists when they came to the state. Jackson Putnam, for instance,
claimed that Norwegian farmers transplanted their native socialism to their new
homeland of North Dakota.112 Elwyn B. Robinson observed that in Norway
socialism was a rural phenomenon.113 These comments suggest that farmers
were the backbone of the socialist movement in Norway. If such an
assessment were true, then Norwegian farmers likely did bring political leftism
with them to North Dakota.
T h e p e rio d fro m 1905 to 1914 m a rk e d a n e w e ra o f N o rw a y .

In a d d itio n

to its n e w fo u n d s ta tu s as an in d e p e n d e n t c o u n try , N o rw a y u n d e rw e n t a
tra n s fo rm a tio n in its in d u s try a n d a g ric u ltu re .

N o rw e g ia n fa rm e rs s h ifte d th e ir
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emphasis from grain cultivation to dairy farming. The value of dairy products
nearly doubled between 1865 and 1907.114 Norwegian industry, meanwhile,
experienced a period of rapid expansion. The harnessing of Norway’s
hydroelectric potential stimulated furious growth in electrochemicals,
electrometallurgy (aluminum, zinc, steel, nickel, tin, copper), fertilizers, and
smail industries. From 1905 to 1916, Norway’s gross national product grew by
55 percer

a yearly increase of four to five percent, industry accounted for 83

percent of this increase. Norway’s industrial breakthrough occurred during this
period115 and Norwegian society also saw a number of changes.
he breakthrough in industrial production marked the concomitant
emergence of a Norwegian industrial working class. In 1905, Norway counted
86,500 industrial workers out of a population of 2.2 million or about four percent
of the population. By 1913, that figure stood at 144,000 out of a population of
2.4 million or about six percent of the population.116 The trade union movement

benefitted from this increase in the pool of workers. In its founding year of
1899, the Norwegian Federation of Labor (Landsorganisasjon i Norge) counted
only 1,600 members. As late

1905, this figure was only 15,600, but in 1910

the Federation had 45,900 members.117 The increase in the number of workers
impacted Norwegian politics as well. The working class added a growing
constituency that ultimately changed the balance of political power in Nonway,
but not until the 1930s.
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Labor, however, had a modest beginning in politics. Norway’s first trade
unions appeared in the 1870s. The country’s first national unions, the
Typographers Union and the Woodworkers Union, formed in the 1880s. In that
same decade, seventy additional local unions emerged.118 In turn, many of the
local unions joined together into city-wide organizations. In Oslo (then
Christiania), there was the Christiania Workers Society and the Trade Union
Central Committee, while Bergen's unions formed the Bergen’s Democratic
Workers Union.119 During the 1870s and 1880s, the trade unions supported
Venstre, whose program of universal suffrage and democratization appealed to
the workers.120 Some workers, however, experienced disappointment when the
Sverdrup ministry equivocated on the suffrage issue and the Storting opposed a
iaw creating a ten-hour work day. In place of Venstre, certain labor leaders
turned to the idea of new Labor Party.121
At an 1887 convention in Arendal, a group of breakaway trade unionists
formed the United Norwegian Labor Party. The chief spokesmen for the
movement were Christian Holtermann Knudsen and Carl Jeppesen-the former
a typographer and the latter a Danish-born cigar maker. The party, which
shortened its name to the Norwegian Labor Party in 1891, relied on skilled
tradesmen from the cities for the bulk of its members. It is interesting to note
the adoption of the name Labor Party rather than Social Democratic Party as in
Sweden, Denmark, Germany, and most of the other countries with a Marxist
party. The use of Labor Party instead of Social Democratic Party suggests that
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Its founders wanted to avoid any negative association with socialism. By 1901,
the Labor Party had 150 locals with a membership of 11.000.122 The party's
platform called for the establishment of a republic and the nationalization of the
means of production and distribution. Despite the party's overtures to
socialism, however, its main demands were reformist in character. These
included the right of universal suffrage, protective labor legislation, progressive
income taxation, and the support of the right of workers to strike.123 In addition,
Knudsen spoke in favor of state-supported old-age pensions and old-age
insurance for all citizens.124 From 1887 to 1905, the Labor Party exercised a
pragmatic brand of politics that was designed to meet the day-to-day demands
of is constituents. It worked with the trade unions and tended to cooperate with
Venstre in political affairs.125 Thus, with the exception of its demands for
nationalization and republican government, the Labor Party's "bread and butter"
politics during this period placed it within the left wing of the liberal movement
rather than in tho socialist movement.
Conservative opponents, however, accused both Venstre and the Labor
Movement of espousing socialist politics. In 1885, for example, Morqenbladet
accused Venstre of having engaged in revolutionary activities.126 A month later,
Morqenbladet commented on a workers' meeting in Kristiansand. The paper
claimed that the workers discussed how a socialist revolution was to be
achieved through the implementation of universal suffrage at both the national
and community levels.127 Such comments, no doubt, reflected the mentality of
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the nineteenth century Norwegian conservative. What is important, however, is
what conservatives meant by the terms socialist and radical and how they used
them.
Rolf Danietsen has noted that the word socialism had a far different
meaning in nineteenth century Norway than it has today;
Socialism has, in the period of agitation around 1900, another
meaning from the one it had 30 years earlier. When the
embetsmenn in the beginning of the 1870s spoke of socialism they
thought primarily of folk movements [i.e., popular movements] that
could threaten their own political monopoly. When the businessmen
from around 1900 used the same word, they meant the increasing of
public expenditures and higher taxes.128
Viewed from this perspective, the embetsmenn of the 1870s and 1880s saw
both the Farmers Society movement of Jaabaek and the Liberal movement of
Sverdrup’s Venstre party as ’’socialistic" threats to their political power.
Conservative officials, for example, referred to the austere radicalism of the
farmers.129 Furthermore, the conservatives viewed as radical anyone who
argued for universal suffrage or who advanced policies designed to improve the
status of the lower classes in society. To conservatives, the Pure Venstre party
of Johannes Steen was radical because it advanced universal suffrage and
certain social legislation.
During the 1890s Pure Venstre, which was usually referred to as Venstre,
agitated for a number of these ’’social-radical" proposals. Its chief demand was
for the implementation of an income tax, which was passed in 1892. This initial
tax utilized a straight percentage, but in 1895 the Storting made the income tax
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progressive. The other social-radical proposals aimed to improve the conditions
of the working class. In 1892 the Storting passed a law that regulated factory
safety and worker protection. Two years later, it passed iaws that instituted
prohibitions against night labor and resolutions on accident insurance for
industrial workers. At the turn of the century, Venstre inserted planks into its
program calling for national insurance and old age pensions for workers. With
these proposals, Pure Venstre hoped to maintain its hold on the working
classes in lieu of competition from the Labor party.130
Although Hpyre lent its support to many of Venstre’s proposals,
particularly those on worker protection laws,131 it continued to use socialism as
a bugbear and tried to identify Venstre with socialism. With the rise of a labor
movement that was ostensibly socialist, however, Venstre distanced itself
further from any such association. After the turn of the century, Venstre’s
efforts in this direction were quite pronounced.132 Hpyre was not content to let
the workers split their votes between Venstre and Labor. In 1894, Hpyre
organized the Kristiania Citizens Workers Union, which became a stronghold as
a conservative counterpart to the Norwegian Federation of Labor. But Hpyre
was first and foremost the new home of the capitalist arid businessman. And
although it lent tacit support to some pro-labor legislation, Hpyre was unwilling
to provide the necessary funding through increased taxes. Rather, it argued for
the protection "of personal freedom and private property against the socialist
tyranny."133
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Norway’s march toward "socialism” increased after 1905. The Labor Party
polled 43,000 votes in 1906 and obtained ten seats in the Storting out of 114.
Six years later, the party had reached 128,500 and twenty-three seats.134
Several developments aided Labor’s cause. Universal male suffrage in 1893
and the direct election of members to the Storting in 1905 benefitted Labor.
The adoption of single-member constituencies in 1906 was another advantage
that made Labor’s task easier. Finally, women who met certain income
qualifications gained the voting right in 1907, and by 1913 they attained the
same voting status as men.135 However, the Labor party did not become the
dominant party as it would later in the 1930s. During the years from 1905 to
1914, it jockeyed for support with its main rivals Venstre and Hdyre, which
continued to dominate Norwegian politics.
in 1908, Gunnar Knudsen, leader of Venstre, formed a new government
based on a coalition between Venstre and the Worker Democrats, a moderate
socialist party. At the 1909 session of the Storting, the Knudsen ministry
proposed a series of measures known as the Concessions Laws. The
Concessions Laws illustrated the Norwegian attitude toward state-owned
utilities. Certainly, the immigrant to America did not find these laws to be
radical. The minister of justice, Johan Castberg, played a major role in
influencing the cabinet to introduce legislation designed to limit the
encroachment of foreign capital. During this period of Norway’s industrial
development, many foreign capitalists sought to acquire posse;:-.

the

76

country’s mines, waterfalls, and power stations.136 The most important feature
of the concession laws was that mines and waterfalls could only be leased for a
term of years. After a period of 60 to 80 years, the mines and waterfalls,
including any improvements, reverted without compensation to the state.137 The
rationale for the laws was that they prevented foreigners from gaining control of
Norway, The country’s recently won independence made its people wary of
foreign domination, whether military, political, or economic. The Conservatives
denounced the socialistic concession laws, which affected native capitalists as
well, as a violation of private ownership. In addition, they argued that the laws
would retard badly needed foreign investment (which they did). Knudsen and
Castberg maintained that the laws would ensure that Norwegians remained the
beneficiaries of their country’s natural resources.138
State involvement in certain enterprises, however, was not unusual for
Norway. The state had operated a national bank, Norges Bank, since 1816.
Norges Bank operated like a private corporation, although its leadership was
selected by the state.139 The parliament also created the aforementioned
Norges Hypothekbanken, the national savings bank that provided credit to
farmers, in 1851. The state played a similar role in the establishment of a
modern postal system, a telegraph system, a telephone system, and a stateoperated steamship line. The state founded a national railroad system during
the second half of the nineteenth century. In the first two decades of the
twentieth century, the state continued to expand these activities. It also
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operated and helped to fund the needed facilities for Norway’s expanding
industry: schools, hospitals, roads, water developments, sewers, and power
plants.140 Both Venstre and Hdyre tended to support these activities, although
Venstre’s classical liberal outlook prior to the 1890s made it likely to favor more
private enterprise and less state activity.141 The conservatives, meanwhile,
favored using the state to improve the country’s communications. Conservative
ministries funded many of the railroad projects in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century.142
These activities on behalf of the state aimed to establish the infrastructure
for the modern economy. Norwegians considered banks, railroads, telegraphs,
steamship lines, and power plants as components of that infrastructure. Even
Norway’s conservatives approved of having the state build up the infrastructure,
because it assisted the development of capitalism. The conservatives differed
from the liberals and the socialists in that they resisted state intrusion into the
activities considered to be the domain of private enterprise: manufacturing,
trade, and industry. The liberals countered that the country’s natural resources,
particularly timber, minerals and ores, and water demanded special
consideration. They contended that the state must ensure the careful
management of these resources in order that. Norway’s limited potential would
not be squandered.
Regardless of the opposing viewpoints, foreign capital exercised great
influence in Norway during the decade prior to the outbreak of World W a r !,.
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Foreign c o ita l, most of it British, German, Swedish, and French, accounted for
38.8 percent of corporate capita!. In some industries, the trend was more
pronounced. Foreigners owned 77 percent of all the capita! in Norway's
chemical industry and 80 percent of all capita! in the mining industry.143 To
many Norwegians, these foreign intrusions represented a threat to the nation's
newiy-won independence. Furthermore, the rapid pace of Norway’s
industrialization exacerbated the nationalist sentiment. Within the decade, the
construction of chemical plants, paper mills, and metal refineries transformed
sparsely populated villages into small and medium-sized towns. Nearby farms
supplied much of the labor force. The emigration from the farms and small
villages produced upheavals in the old communities. The new industrial centers
became boom towns settled by large numbers of outsiders, while the old
farming villages that escaped industrialization lost much of their population.
Industrialization meant the breakup of the old farmer community and culture.144
Members of these communities resented the changes wrought by the industrial
capitalists because there were fewer remaining places that could preserve
Norwegian folk customs. From such a vantage point, it was not surprising that
many Norwegians wanted to prevent the rapid dissolution of the old
communities and to maintain the country's independence. The Concession
Laws were a product of the attitudes of the period.
But not all Norwegians reacted along nationalist lines. The rapid social
upheaval of the period led to growing radicalization within the Labor movement.
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in 1912, a schism developed between the reformist right wing, ied by Christian
Knudsen and Jeppesen, and a militant left wing comprised of many of the
newer industrial workers. The leader of the left wing, Martin Tranmael,
espoused the tenets of syndicalism, placing emphasis on the general strike as
a political weapon.145 Although the left wing had adherents of European
syndicalism and Marxism, it derived much of its inspiration from Tranmael’s
views, which were strongly influenced by his American experience with the
International Workers of the World.146 The right wing managed to retain control
of the Labor movement despite the societal upheavals of rapid industrialization.
As late as 1915, Knudsen won the chairmanship by a vote of 205 to 155. The
advent of World War i, however, placed neutral Norway in a difficult situation.
The country’s reliance on foreign trade made it vulnerable to the twin
embargoes imposed by the belligerents. The scarcity of goods produced
massive inflation that placed further stress on the working class. The inability
of the old trade union leaders to deal with the inflationary pressures paved the
way for the election of a new slate of syndicalist leaders in 191B..147
Under Tranmael’s leadership, the Labor Party assumed the mantle of a
revolutionary party. In a 1918 resolution, the parly referred to itself as a
revolutionary class warfare party that reserved the right

employ revolutionary

mass action in the struggle for the economic liberation of the working class.140

The Labor Party further demonstrated its commitment to revolutionary socialism
by joining the Comintern in 1919. Among the other European socialist parties,
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a similar spilt between a revolutionary left wing and a reformist right wing
(center) also occurred, in those other countries, however, the revolutionary
wing was in the minority. In Norway, the situation was reversed and the
revolutionary .,,!ng was the majority. The Norwegian Labor Party thus became
the only western European social-democratic party to side with Moscow.149 The
development of syndicalist thought within the Norwegian Labor Party, however,
occurred after the period under consideration, 1850-1914. And because the
Labor Party remained a small party until late in the 1920s, the effect of
syndicalist thought on those who emigrated to America was negligible.
Furthermore, the Norwegian Labor Parly exhibited more "bark than bite." Even
during its revolutionary phase, the Labor Party retained a belief in parliamentary
democracy. The party’s slow but steady growth convinced Tranmaei and other
leaders that Labor could obtain its goals through peaceful elections. Syndicalist
rhetoric proved a useful weapon, but the party refrained from actively promoting
revolution.150
Socialism’s rise in Norway, therefore, coincided with the emergence of an
industrial working class. Among Norwegian farmers, support for socialism was
slight. The Norwegian farmer class tended to occupy a political position that
was right of center or moderately conservative. Because of their antipathy
toward the officials’ class, Sverdrup managed to rally them to his cause. But
after the attainment of parliamentary government, the farmers returned to their
centrist position. They tended to oppose attempts to broaden the suffrage or to
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better \he conditions of the working class, but they likewise resisted
conservative efforts to recruit them to Hoyre’s side. This centralist or moderate
tendency characterized Norwegian politics as a whole from 1906 to 1918. The
political parties held moderate positions and party lines were not always clear.
The Labor Party likewise practiced reform-oriented politics and it often
cooperated with the bourgeois parties.151
Within the farmer class, certain issues held greater interest in different
geographic areas of the country. Farmers in the western fjord and fjell (fjord
and mountain) area of Norway were strong supporters of Landsma! and
prohibition. During the period from 1906 to 1918, this area voted strongly for
Venstre. Farmers along the coastal districts of western and southern Norway,
meanwhile, were staunch religious conservatives and this area gave its greatest
support to Hoyre.152 With their integration into the money economy, many farm
owners formed the Farmers Union (Landmandsforbundet) in 1896 so that they
might disseminate information on better farming to their members. The
Farmers Union also supported its members’ political interest by pressuring
candidates from the non-socialist parties-Venstre, Hoyre, and Frisindede
Venstre (a centrist party). Because farmers from the Eastland were the
strongest element, the Farmers Union pressured the state to protect the interest
of grain growers by providing cheap credit and cheap transport. After 1905 and
throughout World War I, the Farmers Union aimed to have the state enact high
protective tariffs and effectively close Norway’s borders to harmful foreign
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competition.153 A rivai group, the Smallholders Union (Norsk
Smibrukerforbund) formed in 1913 to protect the interests of the small-time
farmers, many of whom earned income from secondary jobs. The creation of
such an organization owed its existence to the fact that the number of cotters in
Norway between 1875 and 1910 dropped from 52,769 (15 percent of the
population) to 19,763 (4 percent).154 The Smallholders Union generally opposed
the Farmers Union, particularly on the issue of a protective grain tariff.155
After 1905, more farmers joined cooperatives. In the 1880s, for example,
the number of dairy cooperatives numbered around 270 but by 1914 there were
620 which processed thirty percent of all milk. The greatest increase occurred
during the decade from 1905 to 19 !4 .156 The Farmers Union also swelled with
new members. In 1910 it counted around 10,000 members but by 1914 it had
43,000 and in 1920 the membership numbered 70,000.157 Consumer
cooperatives also achieved a breakthrough in numbers with the formation of the
Norwegian Cooperative Federation. In its initial year of 1906, the federation
numbered only 19 associations with 6,200 members. Three years later, these
figures were 57 and 12,000 respectively, but by 1919 there were 295
associations with 70,000 members.150 The real takeoff period for both producer
and consumer cooperatives, however, did not occur until the 1930s. in 1910,
for instance, Norway had 51 cooperative dairy societies and by 1930 the
number totaled 80. in the next seven years, however, the number of
cooperative dairy societies more than doubled to 168.159 The number of
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consumer associations within the Norwegian Cooperative Federation increased,
from the 1919 figure to a total in 1939 of 659 associations with 181,000
members.160
The impact of cooperatives on the class of Norway’s farmers must not be
overestimated. Out of a population of approximately 2.4 million in 1910, there
were 408,800 household heads who earned their living from agriculture and
forestry.161 As late as 1914, the Farmers Union attracted a little more than 10
percent of the nation’s farmers. The cooperative associations’ widespread
influence did not occur until after 1920 and their real impact did riot begin until
the 1930s. The Labor movement, likewise, did not achieve prominence until
the 1930s. Therefore, to argue, as Jon Wefald does, that the vast majority of
Norwegian farmers acquired a leftist political outlook from their association with
either cooperatives or socialism is simpiy not valid. Norwegian farmers were
conservative and tney did not bring political leftism with them from Norway.
As has been shown in this chapter, Norwegian farmers were politically
conservative during the period from 1850-1914. Those who argue that
Norwegian farmers acquired a leftist political outlook point to the involvement of
farmers in the Thrane movement, the farmers Society movement, the Venstre
party, the socialist or Labor party movement, and the cooperative movement.
With the exception of Venstre, Norwegian farmers had limited involvement with
these movements. For instance, only about two percent of Norway’s population
joined the Thrane movement and slightly less than two percent belonged to the
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Farmers’ Society movement. Venstre, despite Conservative attempts to label it
as a radical or socialist party, was a typical western European liberal party that
advanced a program of modest reforms. Moreover, Norwegian farmers
comprised the right wing of Venstre and they--especially the eastern farm erswere reluctant to support the attempts by urban liberals to implement universal
male suffrage or grant reforms to benefit the working class. Norwegian farmers
gave little support to socialism. As late as 1910, the Labor Party had only won
twenty percent of the seats in the Storting and most of that support came from
the industrial working class and tradesmen. Norwegian farmers did lend
support to state-owned and operated activities such as banks, railroads, and
power plants, but this viewpoint did not mark them as being different from most
other Norwegians, including the conservatives. Finally, Norwegian farmers did
not engage in widespread cooperative activities until the 1930s. None of these
movements, therefore, had a large impact on Norwegian farmers. To argue
that Norwegian farmers acquired a leftist political outlook from their involvement
with these movements is not valid. Norwegian farmers did not bring political
leftism with them to North Dakota because they had no true leftist experience in
Norway.
What did Norwegian farmers bring with them to North Dakota?
Throughout the period from 1850-1914, Norwegian farmers displayed a strong
bias against civil servants, politicians, and urban professionals in Norway, and it
is likely that they brought these views with them to North Dakota. They were
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suspicious of strong government and instead preferred smaller, more
decentralized government. They favored local governmental control over
schools. Norwegian farmers as a group were fiscally conservative and unlikely
to support those proposals that did not benefit their local district directly.
Norwegian farmers also did not think it radical to have the state own and
operate services and utilities such as banks, railroads, and power stations.
Other descriptions depend on the geographic location in Norway and the time
at which the farmer emigrated. Since North Dakota’s Norwegians by and large
came from the interior of the Eastland, it is the characteristics of that area that
are of concern. Farmers from these regions were moderately conservative to
centrist in their politics. After ca. 1880, they were likely to favor state
assistance for credit, transport, and, after 1895, protective grain tariffs. These
eastern farmers had some experience with dairy cooperatives, but widespread
practice did not occur until the 1930s. Like other Norwegians from around
1905, they were strongly nationalist and favored a constitutional monarchy
instead of a republic. Throughout the period from 1850-1914, the eastern
farmers were less likely to favor the extension of the franchise than their
brethren in southern and western Norway. They also tended to favor the High
Church rather than the Low Church movement. But the farmers from the
interior of eastern Norway showed little inclination for socialism. They did not
bring political leftism nor a cooperative commonwealth spirit with them to North
Dakota.
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CHAPTER TW O

Voting Behavior in Norway, 1872-1912
Studies of Norwegian Voting Behavior
Political parties did not corne into formal existence in Norway until 1882.
Before that year, representatives to Norway’s parliament grouped themselves
into parliamentary cliques. It is, therefore, difficult to ascertain the political
attitudes of Norwegian immigrants in the years before 1882. Furthermore, the
majority of Norwegians did not obtain the right to vote until 1900 when universal
manhood suffrage was introduced. The bulk of Norwegian immigration to North
Dakota occurred in the 1880s and 1890s, however, and it is very likely that
most of those immigrants did not possess the franchise in Norway. The last big
wave of Norwegian immigration into North Dakota took place between 1900 and
1910, and it is only for this group that any degree of certainty regarding political
attitudes can be ascertained. Having stated this caveat, this study will proceed
to examine voting records for Norway between the years 1882 and 1912.
Before examining those records, however, the observations of Norwegian
political specialists will be examined in order to provide additional insight into
the likely political attitudes held by Norwegians.
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In "Stortingsopposisjonen av 1872K (The Parliamentary Opposition of
1872), Ivar Fonnes studies the voting behavior of parliamentary representatives
during the 1872 session. Although his study pre-dates the emergence of formal
parties, Fonnes is able to identify two prominent groups within the Storting, a
liberal group and a conservative group. He notes that the liberal group
consisted primarily of rural representatives who came from agricultural and
forestry backgrounds, while the urban conservatives represented industry,
business, and especially academic professions and public officials. Three main
issues-economic matters, social-political, and salaries/pensions for government
officials-separated the two groups. Fonnes concludes that the chief feature of
this session was that farmers within the liberal group wanted to limit
expenditures, while the conservative group, consisting of civil servants and city
dwellers, favored higher expenditures.1
Further evidence of the importance of economic and geographic factors is
found in Lars G. Svasand's study of the national election of 1882. He shows
that Venstre (the Liberal Party) dominated in areas that were dependent on
agriculture, while Hoyre (the Conservative Party) found its greatest support in
those areas that relied on industry and services. Because of geographic
considerations, however, the Conservatives did not dominate in all the cities of
Norway. Svasand points out that in the towns around the capital (Oslo), the
Conservatives were strong, but that in the towns along the west coast the
Liberals dominated. His study also demonstrates that the predominately
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agricultural regions of eastern Norway gave about 70 percent of their vote to
Venstre2 Since these regi- ns supplied many of the Norwegian immigrants to
North Dakota, it is likely that North Dakota’s Norwegians had been Venstre
supporters in Norway.
Another study that examines the geographic variation between support for
Venstre and Hpyre is Knot Stpten’s analysis of party division within the
pariiament from 1876 to 1885. To determine party breakdown during the 187779 session, Stolen studies the voting behavior of the representatives on four
issues: inclusion of the cabinet in parliamentary debates, the expansion of the
franchise, the reduction of the powers of the tax commission, and the
appropriation to the folk high schools. Venstre or liberals favored these
proposals, while the Conservatives opposed them. He observes that Hoyre
received its strongest support in the central towns around Oslo, while Venstre
did best in the western rural districts. Of interest to this study is that the
eastern rural areas of Norway tended to have mixed representation. For the
session from 1880-82, Stoten determines that Venstre made significant
advances, especially in the towns of western Norway. The Conservative
stronghold remained the towns located around Oslo. The eastern rural districts
of Norway, meanwhile, swung their support over to Venstre in this period. By
the 1883-85 session, Hdyre’s support was largely confined to the centra! cities,
and Venstre continued its conquest of the towns. Meanwhile, the area of
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prominent Norwegian settlement: in North Dakota, the eastern rural districts of
Norway, continued to support Venstre.3
Among the most comprehensive studies of Norwegian politics is Ottar
Dahl’s analysis of voting patterns and groups within the Norwegian parliament
from 1857-97. Dahl’s analysis of the period before 1882 confirms what other
scholars have observed: the three main classes of Norwegian society were the
farmers, the urban dwellers, and the civil servants. Furthermore, the farmers
were the principal supporters of the liberal faction and the urban dwellers and
civil servants supported the conservatives. During the period from 1882 to
1891, Dahl observes that three fairly distinct groups-Seft, center, and moderate
--are present and foreshadow the eventual split of Venstre.4 By the 1890s, the
question regarding the union with Sweden had become a dividing issue
between Venstre on one side (opposed to Union) and Hpyre and Moderate
Venstre (in favor of Union) on the other. He also demonstrates that farmers
continued to support limits on expenditures, which put them in conflict with the
urban liberals who favored new legislative programs designed to help workers
and lower members of society, such as alimony support to illegitimate children,
a law on factory inspection, and appropriation to schools for abnormal children.5
Gabriel 0idne’s article, "Venstres valgnederlag i 1903" (The Liberal Party’s
Electoral Decline in 1903), analyzes voting returns for both the 1900 and 1903
elections in selected communes and districts of Noiwav. 0idne challenges the
traditional notion that Venstre’s decline (from 79 to 49 seats out of 114) in 1903
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resulted from widespread defections to the United or Coalition Party, a merger
between Hpyre and the right-wing of Venstre. Instead, he argues that Venstre’s
greatest loss of votes went to the Socialists (Labor Party). In his article, 0idne
lists voting returns for th© counties of Hedmark and Oppland, two areas from
which many of North Dakota’s Norwegians came. In Hedmark County in 1900,
Venstre received 50.9 percent, Hdyre 32.8 percent, and the Worker Democrats
(another socialist party) 16.3 percent

In 1903, those percentages were 37.2 for

Venstre, 33.8 for Hpyre, 29.0 for the Worker-Democrats. In Oppland County in
1900, Venstre received 56.2 percent, Hoyre 27.8 percent, and the WorkerDemocrats 16.0 percent. In 1903 in Oppland, the Worker Democrats combined
their lists with Venstre. The combined Venstre-Worker Democrat ticket won
55.7 percent while Hoyre got 44.3 percent. According to 0idne, the socialists in
Hedmark stripped votes away from Venstre, while in Oppland, the addition of
the socialist vote to Venstre was offset by the defection of farmers to Hoyre.6
The political studies of Stein Rokkan provide further evidence of the
geographic and economic facets of Norwegian politics. Rokkan identifies five
historical cleavages within the Norwegian electorate. The first is the territorial
opposition between the capital and the provinces. The second is the
sociocultural conflict between the educated, "Europeanized" civil servants and
patricians in the cities and the increasingly status-conscious, articulate, and
nation-oriented peasants (as opposed to provincial) or farmers in the rural
districts and their descendants in the expanding cities. The third is a religious
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opposition to the secularism and tolerant liberalism of the established urban
population and the orthodox and fundamentalist Lutheranism of large sections
of the rural and recently urbanized population. The fourth is an economic
conflict in the commodity market between the buyers and sellers of agricultural
and other primary economic products, essentially a conflict between the
urbanized and persistently rural interest sectors. The fifth is an economic
conflict in the labor market, first between employers and wage earners and,
later primarily in the larger units of the economy and in the public sector,
between employers and salaried employees.7
According to Rokkan, these cleavages have given a regional flavor to
Norwegian politics. For example, the western and southern areas of Norway
have tended to support three sets of policies: pietistic or fundamentalist
Lutheranism, temperance and prohibition movements, and the fandsmaf or
nynorsk language movement. The farms in western and southern Norway have
tended to be smaller than in eastern Norway and there has been less social
stratification than elsewhere in Norway. As a consequence, these areas have
traditionally voted for the moderate parties. Furthermore, traditional Haugean
areas tended to support Moderate Venstre, a right of center party that was
conservative on religious and social issues. Northern Norway, meanwhile, has
traditionally been the most economically backward part of Norway and the
region with the greatest social stratification. The north has had a persistent
record of political radicalism and it was the first region of Norway to send Labor
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(socialist) representatives to the Storting in 1900. Eastern Norway, including
the Trpndelag, has also had a high degree of social stratification due to the
great disparity in the sizes of land holdings. These areas have tended to have
a high degree of political polarization, at first between Venstre and Hpyre, and
after 1920 between Labor and Hjayre. In particular, Labor has tended to do well
in those areas of eastern Norway with a high level of forestry and fishing
activity.8
Many of the changes within the Norwegian political system took place
during the period from 1906 to 1920. Once the union question with Sweden
was resolved in 1905, economic questions once again became paramount As
Philip E. Converse and Henry Valen note in their study on Norwegian voting,
the two main parties changed markedly. Hpyre shifted from a party of
government officials to one that emphasized business, industry, and shipping
interests and freedom from state interference in the economy. Venstre,
meanwhile, faced competition from the socialists and changed its policies,
advocating more state control of the economy and legal protection of Norway’s
natural resources against exploitation by foreign and domestic capitalists.
Venstre, however, could not placate its right wing, many of whom were farmers.
The right wing members broke off in 1921 to form the Agrarian party, leading to
the eventual demise of Venstre as a major political force.9
From these studies, some observations concerning the Norwegians who
cam© to North Dakota can be made. Of particular interest are the eastern
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interior regions of Norway, since most of North Dakota's Norwegians came from
those regions. Before 1900 Norwegian farmers in these areas likely supported
Venstre and remained supportive of limiting government expenditures. After
1900, they favored protective tariffs for the grain trade. They likely supported
Venstre, although as the right wing of the party, they likely were opposed to the
more activist, pro-labor policies favored by the urban liberals. Within those
areas that relied on forestry and fishing, there was likely some support for the
socialist parties among the rural laborers. However, the influence of socialism
must not be overemphasized, since the Norwegian Labor Party’s breakthrough
did not occur until the late 1920s. It is also likely that Hoyre attracted the votes
of some disgruntled farmers who were unwilling to support the more liberal
policies of Venstre after 1900. It is erroneous, therefore, to contend that
Norwegians who came to North Dakota from Norway brought left-wing
radicalism with them. Instead, they brought a political philosophy that was
conservative.
Elections to Parliament. 1882-1912
In this section, voting records for ©lections to Norway’s parliament will be
analyzed for the years between 1882 and 1912. The analysis will compare how
three regions of Norway, Eastern Norway and Trdndelag, Western and
Southern Norway, and Northern Norway voted in comparison to each other, as
well as with Norway as a whole. NorsK Sam fun ns vit&riskapeiig Datatj&neste
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(Norwegian Social Science Data Services) of Bergen, Norway, provided the
election statistics used in this analysis.
For the years between 1882 and 1903, elections to Norway’s parliament
were indirect: the voters voted for electors who then elected the
representatives to parliament. Because it was not always clear to voters to
what party each elector belonged, the statistics represent the best estimate of
party vote. For the elections of 1909 and 1912, voters cast ballots for parties in
one-man constituencies. If no party’s candidate received a majority, a runoff
election was held between the top two candidates, with the winner receiving a
majority of votes. In this analysis, however, only the first round elections for
1909 and 1912 will be used, since they show levels of support among all
parties. It should also b© noted that the 1906 election will not be used. This
election was the first to follow the dissolution of union between Norway and
Sweden. According to Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD), party
lines were not always clear and it is difficult to group vc*es by party.10
Norwegian Social Science Data Services also arranged the data so that
electoral boundaries for each year were roughiy equivalent, based on the 1903
election year. This allowed for a comparison of how electoral districts voted
over time. Furthermore, for those regions that sent large numbers to North
Dakota, it gives some indication of what political ideas Norwegian immigrants
brought to North Dakota.
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As noted previously, the analysis compares how three regions of Norway
voted between 1882 and 1912. Within each region, townships were selected if
they were places from which North Dakota’s Norwegians came. (The
determination of place of origin for Norwegians was based on a study of North
Dakota county histories and is shown in Chapter Four.) The following table (1)
lists the county in which each township used in the analysis is located, it also
lists prominent regions within each county. (See also Figures 7-19.)
TABLE 1
Townships Used in Analysis of Norwegian Elections, 1882-1912
EASTERN NORWAY AND TR0NDELAG
Hedmark County
Hedemarken: Ringsaker Lpiten, Stange
Vingerog Odalen: Nord-Qdal, Spr-Odal
Solpr: Grue, Hof, V&ler
0
0sterdalen: Elverum, Trysil, Amot, Tynset, Alvdal
Copland County
Gudbrandsdalen: Dovre, Lesja, Lorn, Nord-Fron, Sor-Fron, Ringebu, 0 ye r
Hadeland og Land: Gran, Brandbu
Valdres: Etnedal, Nord-Aurdal, Vestre Slidre, Vang
other: Vestre Toten
Buskerud County
0
Hallingdal: Nes, Gol, Hemsedal, Al, Hoi, Sigdal
Spr-Trondelaq County
GuldalenT~Xien, Haltdalen, Sings&s, Stpren
others: Rennebu, Klaebu
Nord-Trpndelag County
Vaerdalen: Verdal, Sparbu
Snaasen: Snlsa, Grong
others: Stjprdal, Skogn
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Table 1 (Cent.)
WESTERN AND SOUTHERN NORWAY
Telemark Countv
Tinn, Seljord, Nissedal
Rogaland Countv
Kiepp, Hjelmeland, Sauda
Hordaiand and Bergen Counties
SkSnevik, Finn§s, Uivik
Soqn and Fiordane County
Laerdal, Jplster, Stryn
Mjgre and Romsdal County
Sunnylven, Sunndal, FTindal
NORTHERN NORWAY
Nordland Countv
Nesna, Hemnes, Bodin
Trorns County
Trondenes
Table 2 indicates that in the 1882 election, the townships in eastern
Norway and Trpndelag cast 5,148 votes (76.2 percent) for Venstre (Liberal
party) and 1,612 votes (23.8 percent) for Hdyre (Conservative party). The
western and southern townships, meanwhile, cast 1,158 votes (75.9 percent)
for Venstre and 367 votes (24.1 percent) for Hdyre. Election statistics for the
northern townships were not available. For the entire country, Venstre
garnered 39,999 votes (62.8 percent) and l-teyre received 23,722 votes (37.2
percent). Norwegians from both eastern and western Norway were strong
suppode-s of Venstre.1’

COUNTIES OF NORWAY

Fig. 7

Prominent North Dakota emigration counties.

04 HEDMARK FYLKE (HEDMARK COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01
02

Rings armLaiton
03 Stnnga

Nord-Odal
03 Sor-Odfll
04

06
07

Qrm
Hof

08 Viler
09 Elverura
10 Tryu11

U ftaots

12 Tymet

13 41vHal

Fig. 8 Prominent North Dakota emigration townships In Hedmark
county. These townships were also used in the voting analysis
of Norwegian parliamentary elections.

05 OPPLAND FYLKE (OPPLAND COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Dovre
02 Lesja

03 Loa
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11

Nord-Fron
Sc'-Fron
Ringefeu
0yer
Vescre Tcten
Gran
Brandbu
Etnedal

12 Sord-Aurdal
13 Vestre Slidre
14 Vang

Fig. 9 Prominent North Dakota emigration townships in Oppland county. These township
were also used in the voting analysis of Norwegian parliamentary elections.

06 BUSKERUD FYLKE (BUSKERUD COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Nes
02 Gol
03 Hemsedal

Fig. 10 Prominent North Dakota emigration townships in
Ruskerud county. These townships were also used in the voting
analysis of Norwegian parliamentary elections.

08 TELEMARK FYLKE (TELEMARK COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Tinn
02 Seljord
03 Nissedal

Fig. II Townships in Telemark county used in the voting
analysis of Norwegian parliamentary elections. Although not
prominent emigration townships, some of North Dakota's
Norwegians came from these townships.

11 ROGALAND FYLKE (ROGALAND COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

Fig. 12 Townships of Rogaland county used in the voting analysis
of Norwegian parliamentary elections.
Although not prominent
emigration townships, some of North Dakota's Norwegians came from
these townships.

12 HORBALAND OG 13 BERGEN FYLKER (HORDALAND AND BERGEN COUNTIES)
Township boundaries in 1903

14 SOGN OG FJORDANE FYLKE (SOGN AND FJORDANE COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Lasrdal
02 Jelster
03 Stryn

Fig. 14 Townships of
Sogn and Fjordane county
used in the voting analysis
of Norwegian parliamentary
elections. Although not
prominent emigration townships,
some of North Dakota’s Norwegians
came from these townships.

15 MORE OG ROMSDAL FYLKE (MORE AND ROMSDAL COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Sunnylven
02 Sunndal
03 Rindal

Fig. 15 Townships of More and Romsdal
county used in the voting analysis of
Norwegian parliamentary elections.
Although not prominent emigration
townships, some of North
Dakota’s Norwegians came
^
from these townships.
^

16 SOR-TRONDELAG FYLKE (SOUTH-TRONDELAG COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01
02
03
04
05
06

Rennebu
Alen
Haltdalen
SingsSs
Sc0ren
Klaebu

Fig. 16 Prominent North Dakota emigration townships of SorTrondelag county. These townships were, also used in the voting
analysis of Norwegian parliamentary elections.

17 NORD-TRONDELAG FYLKE (NORTH-TRONDELAG COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

Fig. 17 Prominent North Dakota emigration townships of NordTrondelag county. These townships were also used in the voti
analysis of Norwegian parliamentary elections.

18 NORDLAND FYLKE (NORTHLAND COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

Fig. .18 Townships of Nordland county used in the voting analysis
of Norwegian parliamentary elections.
Although not prominent
emigration townships, some of North Dakota’s Norwegians came
£rom these townships.

i9 TROMS FYLKE {TROMS COUNTY)
Township boundaries in 1903

01 Trondeaes

Fig. 19 Townships of Troras county
used in the voting analysis of
Norwegian parliamentary elections.
Although not prominent emigration
townships, some of North Dakota's
Norwegians case fro® these

townships.
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TABLE 2
18 82 E le ctio n

Region

Liberal

Eastern Norway
and Tr0 ndelag

5,148
(76.2)

1,612
(23.8)

6,760
(100%)

Western and
Southern
Norway

1,158
(75.9)

367
(24.1)

1,525
(100%)

Northern Norway

...

—

iNOrWciy

39,999
(62.8)

Conservative

23,722
(37.2)

Total

63,721
(100%)

In the 1885 election, according to Table 3, the eastern townships gave
5,591 votes (69.2 percent) to Venstre and 2,483 votes (30.8 percent) to Heyre.
Among the townships of western and southern Norway, Venstre received 1,396
votes (75.2 percent) and Hoyre received 460 (24.8 percent). The northern
townships meanwhile, gave 495 votes (87.0 percent) to Venstre and 74 votes
(13.0 percent) to IHoyre. Norway as a whole cast 57,267 votes (63.5 percent)
for Venstre and 32,875 votes (36.5 percent) for Hoy re. Once again, voters from
the "emigration" townships gave strong support for Venstre.1* Such results
confirm earlier observations made by Rokkan et al., regarding the voting
behavior of Norwegian farmers.
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TABLE 3
18 85 E le ctio n

Region

Liberal

Conservative

Total

Eastern Norway
and Trondelag

5,591
(69.2)

2,483
(30.8)

8,074
(100%)

Western and
Southern
Norway

1,396
(75.2)

460
(24.8)

1,856
(100%)

Northern Norway

495
(87.0)

74
(13.0)

569
(100%)

Norway

57,267
(63.5)

32,875
(36.5)

90,142
(100%)

The breakup of Venstre (Liberal party), fully realized in 1891, first appears
in the 1888 election (Table 4). Recall that the moderate wing of Venstre
catered to the more conservative party members who differed with the urban
liberals on issues of religion and social welfare. The moderates found their
greatest support in the western areas of Norway. Statistics for the 1888
election support this claim. (Although Moderate Venstre was not yet a formal
party, NSD's data provides an indication of parliamentary groupings.) Among
the eastern townships, for instance, Venstre (Liberal) received 4,204 votes
(56.9 percent), while the moderates got only 708 (9.6 percent) and Hpyre
(Conservative) received 2,471 (33.4 percent). In the western townships,
however, Venstre fell to 39.1 percent, while the moderates won 38.5 percent
and Hpyre got 22.4 percent. Northern Norway gave 41.2 percent to Venstre,
37.5 percent to the moderates, and 4.3 percent to H#yre. Norway, on the
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whole, gave 41.2 percent to Venstre, 19.3 percent to the moderates, and 37.2
percent to Hpyre.13
TABLE 4
1888 Election
Region

Eastern
Norway
and
Trandelag

Liberal

Liberal/
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/
Conserva
tive

Conser
vative

Total

0

708
(9.6)

11
(0.1)

2,471
(33.4)

7,394
(100)

4,204
(56.9)

Western
and
Southern
Norway

747
(39.1)

0

735
(38.5)

0

427
(22.4)

1,909
(100)

Northern
Norway

175
(41.2)

0

113
(37.5)

0

13
(4.3)

301
(100)

Norway

33,054
(41.2)

176
(0.2)

15,471
(19.3)

1,647
(2.1)

29,854
(37.2)

80,202
(100)

Election statistics for the 1891 election (Table 5) reveal a similar trend.
The voters in the eastern townships continued to support the left-wing liberals
(Venstre), while voters in the western and southern townships gave a mixture of
support to Venstre and Moderate Venstre (the Moderates). For example, the
eastern townships voted 61.2 percent for Venstre (Liberal), 7.8 percent for the
Moderates, and 29.0 percent for Hoyre (Conservative). The western and
southern townships gave 46.1 percent to Venstre, 31.8 percent to the
Moderates, and 21.4 percent to Hpyre. The northern townships continued to
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TABLE 5
1891 E le ctio n

Region

Libera!

Liberal/
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/
Conserva
tive

Conser
vative

Total

Eastern
Norway
and
Trpndelag

5,648
(61.2)

15
(0.2)

720
(7.8)

174
(1.9)

2,673
(29.0)

9,230
(100)

Western
and
Southern
Norway

757
(46.1)

522
(31.8)

13
(0.8)

351
(21.4)

1,643
(100)

Northern
Norway

380
(79.3)

13
(2.7)

33
(6.9)

14
(2.9)

39
(8.1)

479
(100)

Norway

48,742
(50.5)

704
(0.7)

10,200
(10.6)

1,392
(1.4)

35,510
(36.8)

96,568
(100)

0

be quite liberal, as Venstre received 79.3 percent, the Moderates obtained 6.9
percent, and Hpyre got 8.1 percent. Norway, on the whole, voted 50.5 percent
for Venstre, 10.6 percent for the Moderates, and 36.8 percent for Heyre.14
The results of the 1894 election (Table 6) display a similar pattern. The
eastern townships remained solidly in Venstre’s camp, although the ModeratesConservative bloc won over 40 percent of the vote. The western and southern
townships are broken down into a split between the Liberals on one side and
the Moderates and Conservatives on the other. In fact, the ModerateConservative bloc, as in 1891, won a majority of the votes (57 percent in 1894).
The northern townships, meanwhile, continued to give strong support to Venstre
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TABLE 8
1 8 9 4 E le ction

Region

Eastern
Norway
and
T rendelag

Liberal

Liberal/
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/
Conserva
tive

Conser
vative

Total

0

239
(1.6)

3,062
(21.1)

2,832
(19.5)

14,518
(100)

0

576
(19.4)

325
(10.9)

771
(25.9)

2,972
(100)

8,385
(57.8)

Western
and
Southern
Norway

1,300
(43.7)

Northern
Norway

596
(69.3)

22
(2.6)

63
(11.6)

0

179
(20.8)

860
(100)

Norway

81,847
(50.5)

93
(0.1)

11,058
(6.8)

21,996
(13.6)

46,933
(29.0)

161,917
(100)

(69.3 percent). For all of Norway, Venstre (Liberals) won 50.5 percent, the
Moderates 6.8 percent, the combined Moderate-Conservative candidates 13.6
percent, and H,0 yre (Conservative) 29.0 percent.15
Table 7 shows that in the 18S7 election, the eastern townships gave 60.4
percent of the vote to Venstre, while the combined Moderate-Conservative
ticket received 17.0 percent and Hdyre received 20.4 percent, in the western
and southern townships, Venstre garnered 49.5 percent with the remainder
going to the Moderates and Conservatives. The northern townships cast 69.0
percent of their votes for Venstre, while the Moderate-Conservative ticket got
13.3 percent and Hjzryre received 17.7 percent. On the whole, Norwegians
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TABLE 7
1 8 9 7 E le ctio n

Region

Liberal

Eastern
Norway
and
Tr^ndelag

8,525
(60.4)

We stern
and
Southern
Norway

Liberal/
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate/
Conser
vative

Conser
vative

Total

0

303
(2.1)

2,404
(17.0)

2,883
(20.4)

14,115
(100)

1,417
(49.5)

0

331
(11.6)

311
(10.9)

806
(28.1)

2,865
(100)

Northern
Norway

677
(69.0)

0

0

130
(13.3)

174
(17.7)

S81
(100)

Norway

86,945
(53.4)

9.161
(5.6)

19,230
(11.8)

47,169
(29.0)

274
(0.0)

162,779
(100)

voted 53.4 percent for Venstre, 11.8 percent for Moderate-Conservatives, and
29.0 percent for Hdyre. These figures are similar to those of the previous three
elections and show that Venstre was still a major political force in eastern and
northern Norway and a strong party in Western Norway.16
As stated earlier, election statistics before 1900 (the implementation of
universal manhood suffrage) can give only a limited indication of the political
attitudes held by Norwegian immigrants. Because of property qualifications,
only about 12 percent of Norway’s population could vote before 1900. The
majority of North Dakota’s Norwegians came from the cotter class (tenant
farmers) and to a lesser extent from the farmers who owned the smallest farms.
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Thus, before 1900, most of the future emigrants to North Dakota couid not vote
in Norway. Or course, three who owned their own farms couid vote, and
election statistics give some indication of political preference. Since most of
North Dakota’s immigrants came from the region of eastern Norway and
Trondeiag, it can be stated, with caution, that they likely supported Venstre
(Liberal) and had views that would be progressive by American standards.
To claim as Jon Wefald does, however, that Norwegians were uniformly
left of center is not accurate, especially for Norwegians who emigrated to North
Dakota before 1900,17 The Norwegian Labor Party (socialist) was a non-factor
for most Norwegian farmers before 1900 and it is difficult to uphold the left of
center thesis based on empirical evidence. The very fact that most Norwegian
immigrants who arrived in North Dakota before 1900 couid not vote in Norway
leaos to an intellectual impasse. Wefald’s claim that Norwegians brought
political leftism or even radicalism from Norway cannot be entirely proven or
disproven. The onus for making such a claim in the first place, however, lies
with Wefald and there is sufficient doubt to make his position untenable.
With the advent of universal manhood suffrage in 1898, statistics on national
elections for 1900 and onward gave a better picture of Norwegian political
attitudes. The 1900 election (see Table 8) marks the entry of the Norwegian
Labor Party into national politics and as such, it provides a good measuring
stick of how left of center the Norwegian emigration areas were. In the eastern

128
TABLE 8
1900 E le ction

Region

Labor

Liberal

Moderate/
Conservaative

Conser
vative

Total

Eastern
Norway
and
T r0ndelag

300
(16)

12,432
(64.9)

231
(1.2)

5,935
(31.0)

19,164
(100)

Western
and
Southern
Norway

0

2,189
(57.4)

417
(10.9)

0

1,161
(30.4)

3,814
(100)

Northern
Norway

0

1,041
(70.8)

0

0

418
(28.4)

1,471
(100)

Norway

7,011
(3.0)

126,951
(55.1)

4,794
(2.1)

4,516
(2.0)

85,396
(37.1)

230,234
(100)

Moderate

0

townships, Venstre (Liberal) remained strong, receiving 64.9 percent of the
vote, while H0yre (Conservative) garnered 31.0 percent. The Labor Party in
1900, however, received only 1.6 percent. The western and southern
townships gave 57.4 percent to Venstre and 30.4 percent to Hjtfyre.
Interestingly, the Moderates received only 10.9 percent in this region. In the
northern townships, Venstre won 70.8 percent and H0yre got 28.4 percent.
The Labor Party received no votes in either the western and southern
townships or in the northern townships. For the entire country, Venstre won
55.1 percent of the vote, Hoyre received 37.1 percent, and Labor got only 3.0
percent. In 19C0, Labor had little appeal among Norwegians, especially in the
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North Dakota ©migration areas, it appears that the previously non-franchised
voters preferred Venstre more than Labor.18
Venstre continued to be the main party in ail three regions of Norway in
the 1903 election (see Table 9). In the ©astern townships, Venstre received
55.7 percent and in the western and southern townships, the party won 53.5
percent. In the northern townships, Venstre received 60.5 percent, but the
Labor Party did cut into Venstre’s vote by obtaining 23.6 percent. Norway gave
43.9 percent to Venstre, 39.6 to Hpyre, and 10.1 percent to Labor. In the
eastern townships, Labor received 1.6 percent, whiie in the western and
southern townships, it received only 0.5 percent. Thus, as late as 1903, the
TABLE 9
1903 Election
Region

Labor

Liberal

Eastern
norway
and
Trondelag

306
(1.6)

10,374
(55.7)

Western
and
Southern
Norway

20
(0.5)

1,955
(53.5)

Northern
Norway

353
(23.6)

906
(60.5)

Norway

23,303
(10.1)

101,299
(43.9)

Coalition
(Liberal/
Cons.)

Conser
vative

Total

2,710
(14.6)

5,085
(27.3)

18,616
(100)

412
(11.3)

0

1,221
(33.4)

3,654
(100)

0

0

230
(15.4)

1,497
(100) |

5,063
(2.2)

5,860
(2.5)

91,306
(39.6)

Moderate

0

230,583
(100)
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Labor Party’s influence on Norwegian immigrants to North Dakota must have
remained small.19
The Labor Party made its first significant gains in the 1909 election by
winning 21.9 percent of the national vote. Table 10 shows that Labor’s gain
came at the expense of Venstre (Liberal), which dropped to 30.4 percent.
Venstre, however, won enough seats to form a coalition government with the
Worker Democrats, anothe? socialist party. In the eastern townships, Labor got
10.4 percent of the vote and the Worker Democrats received 13.0 percent. In
these same eastern townships, Venstre got 27.4 percent and a combined
Venstre-Worker Democrat ticket received 8.1 percent. A combined ticket
between Hpyre (Conservative) and the Progressive Liberals (a right of center
party) received 32.5 percent in the eastern townships. Although the socialist
parties remained small, their gains in the eastern townships came largely at the
expense of Venstre. In the western and southern townships, Labor received
only 3.8 percent and the Worker Democrats 1.6 percent. Venstre did well in
the West and South, obtaining 53.9 percent of the vote compared to 32.0
percent for the Hpyre-Progressive Liberal alliance. In the northern townships,
Venstre dropped to 38.9 percent. Both Labor (19.1 percent) and HtfyreProgressive Liberal (42.0 percent) gained at Venstre’s expense in the northern
townships.20
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T A B L E 10
1909 E le ctio n

Region

Labor

W orker
Dem.

Liberal/
W orker
Dem.

Liberal

ConserV
Progr.
Liberal

Conser
vative

Total

Eastern
Norway
and
Trandelag

3,731
(10.4)

4,650
(13.0)

2,889
(8.1)

9,7 9 4
(27.4)

11,629
(32.5)

779
(2.2)

35,733
(100)

W estern
and
Southern
Norway

182
(3.8)

76

0

2,571
(53.9)

1,525
(32.0)

202
(4.2)

4,772
(100)

Northern
Norway

495
(19.1)

0

1,008
(38.9)

1,091
(42.0)

0

2,5 9 4
(100)

N oiw ay

91,076
(21.9)

126,570
(30.4)

140,908
(33.9)

(1-6)

0

12,793
(3.1)

3,716
(0.9)

19,993
(4.8)

416 ,0 7 6
(100)

The chief feature of the 1909 election, the erosion of Venstre’s support
due to the success of the socialists, forecast a trend in Norwegian politics that
would continue and finally culminate in the 1930s. But this trend
developed after the bulk of Norwegian emigratiot to North Dakota. The most
that can be said in support of the Wefald thesis, therefore, is that the emigrants
may have had a predisposition to radical politics if conditions seemed to call for
radicalism, but they certainly did not behave in a radical fashion before they left
Norway. Whether "progressive" or "radical," therefore, electoral behavior
among Norwegians in North Dakota was a New World phenomenon, and not
something imported in the immigrants’ steamer trunks.
The 1912 election (Table 11) resembled the 1909 election. For all of
Norway, Labor received 26.3 percent, while Venstre got 33.8 percent and the
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T A B L E 11
1912 E le ctio n

Region

Labor

W orker
Dem.

Liberal/
W orker
Dem.

Liberal

Cons./
Prog.
Liberal

Conser
vative

Total

Eastern
Norw ay
and
Trandelag

6,970
(17.0)

700
(1.7)

11,849
(28.9)

7,538
(18.4)

13.901
(33.9)

173
(0.4)

41,041
(100)

W estern
and
Southern
Norway

598
(9.2)

0

194
(3.0)

3 ,8 9 7
(60.1)

1,446
(22.3)

169
(2.6)

6,480
(100)

Northern
Norway

757
(21.8)

0

0

2,006
(57.7)

715
(20,6)

0

3,4 7 8
(100)

Norway

127,894
(26.3)

164,616
(33.8)

126,329
(26.0)

1,569
(0.3)

28,605
(5.9)

28,902
(5.9)

4 8 6 ,5 4 6
(100)

H0 yre-Rrogressive Liberal alliance netted 26.0 percent. In the eastern
townships, Labor received 17.0 percent, Venstre-Worker Democrats 28.9
percent, Venstre 18.4 percent, and Heyre-Progressive Liberal 33.9 percent. In
the townships of western and southern Norway, Labor got 9.2 percent, Venstre
60.1 percent, and Hoyre-Progressive Liberal 22.3 percent. In the townships of
northern Norway, Labor obtained 21.8 percent, Venstre 57.7 percent, and
Heyre-Progressive Liberal 20.6 percent. As it did in 1909, Labor gained its
votes at the expense of Venstre, especially in eastern and northern Norway.21
From this analysis of national Norwegian elections between 1882 and
1912, certain conclusions can be drawn regarding the political attitudes of
Norwegian immigrants to North Dakota. During the period of emigration
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between 1870 and 1905* Norwegian immigrants were iikeiy to be strong
supporters of Venstre, regardless of the area of Norway from which they came.
The assertion by some scholars that most Norwegian immigrants to North
Dakota had been socialists in Norway is incorrect.22 The Norwegian Labor
Party did not begin to make any significant gains until after 1905. Labor’s
period of initial growth took place between 1905 and 1920. This growth
coincides with the period of rapid industrialization in Norway. The relationship
between industrialization and the rise of socialism demonstrates that socialism
in Norway required the formation of an industrial working class before the Labor
Party could become a force in politics. Therefore, only a small minority of
Norwegian immigrants who came to North Dakota after 1905 were likely to
have held socialist views. Most of North Dakota’s Norwegians came from the
region of eastern Norway and Trendelag. As the analysis in this section has
shown, however, the socialist parties in the region of eastern Norway and
Trondelag received around 20 percent of the vote in both 1909 and 1912.
Such a percentage does not support Jon Wefald’s claim that Norwegians were
uniformly left of center. Furthermore, most Norwegians had emigrated to North
Dakota long before 1909 and it is highly unlikely that they as a group had
socialist views or were uniformly left of center.
It is more accurate, rather, to characterize North Dakota’s Norwegians as
having political views that were centrist to moderately conservative. While they
supported reform, they did not desire to alter the basic structure of society.
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Norwegian immigrants likely brought with them a suspicion of urban
professionals, bureaucrats, and no doubt businessmen and capitalists. They
generally sought to redress their grievances through reform legislation.
Norwegians in America wanted to climb the social-economic ladder by
becoming full members of society, but at the same time they did not seek to
change that society radically. Thus, Norwegians tended to support liberal or
progressive movements, such as Venstre in Norway or progressive Republicans
in America. They were not, however, uniformly left of center or radical.
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CHAPTER THREE
NORWEGIANS IN NORTH DAKOTA, 1904-1920
The Background Years, 1885-1903
According to the 1910 United States Federal Census, North Dakota’s
population numbered about 577,000. Of that total 103,514, or about 18
percent, of the state’s population was Norwegian. The Federal Census defined
Norwegian as someone who was born in Norway or someone born in the
United States whose parents had both been born in Noiway.1 Playford V.
Thorson has pointed out that there were 123,352 people in the state who listed
Norwegian as their mother tongue on the 1910 Federal Census. In other
words, there were an additional 20,838 ethnic Norwegians in the state who
were at least one generation removed from Norway. Thorson has argued that
the higher figure, 123,352 (21 percent of the state population), is a better
indicator of the number of ethnic Norwegians in North Dakota.2 For the
purposes of this study, the higher figure will be used.
The first Norwegian settlers came to North Dakota during the 1870s and
1880s, establishing farms in the Red River Valley of eastern North Dakota.
Many of these original Norwegians had come from Norwegian settlements to

the east; western Wisconsin, southern Minnesota and northeastern Iowa. In
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eastern North Dakota, they tended to settle along the river valleys such as the
Goose, Sheyenne and Wild Rice. Once these original areas filled up, new
Norwegian settlers continued to fan out across the state. The most prominent
band of settlement occurred along the northern tier of counties. Following the
westward movement of the Great Northern Railroad, Norwegians established
strongholds in the north-central counties of Ramsey, Benson, Pierce, Rolette,
McHenry, and Bottineau. Continuing westward, Norwegians settled heavily in
the northwestern counties of Ward, Renville, Burke, Mountrail, Divide, Williams,
and McKenzie. The northwestern part of the state has been described as a
"Norwegian Sea" in which other islands of other national groups appear.3 A
considerable number of those who settled these northern counties were young
men and women who had come of age in the older Norwegian settlement
areas-northern Iowa, southern Minnesota and, now, the Red River Valley.4'
(For a visual idea of Norwegian settlement in North Dakota see Fig. 20,
showing North Dakota's counties, and Fig. 21, which is a reproduction of Alfred
Gabrielsen’s 1914 map of Norwegian land ownership.)
Once in North Dakota, it did not take long for the Norwegians to organize
themselves politically. In 1885, Jens Lonne, a seminary student, founded the
"Scandinavian Temperance Party in Dakota " Two years later, at Hillsboro, he
founded and served as editor of Afholds-Basunen (The Abstinence Trumpet).
Another Norwegian-language newspaper, Normanden (The Norseman), began
publishing out of Grand Forks in 1887 and also favored prohibition. These two

COUNTIES OF NORTH DAKOTA

Fig, 21 Land owned by people of Norwegian birth or descent in 1914. Done by Alfred Gabrielsen for
the Norway Centennial Commission 1913, 1914. Reproduced from an original print located in
Special Collections, Chester Fritz Library, University of North Dakota.
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anti-liquor papers, together with the numerous Norwegian temperance societies,
led the movement that culminated in the passage of the prohibition amendment
in the North Dakota state constitution in 1889.5 In addition, as Duane Linriberg
has shown, Norwegian pastors and laity of the Lutheran Free Church and
Hauge’s Synod played an important role in getting prohibition passed. Lindberg
concludes that the Low Church movement was particularly supportive of the
prohibition movement.6 Furthermore, the Norwegians in the state were active in
support of other moral legislation. Mariellen Neudeck, in a study of morality
legislation in North Dakota from 1889 to 1914, found that morality legislation
bills were originated primarily by legislators from the predominantly Norwegian
Lutheran counties of eastern North Dakota (Grand Forks, Steele, and Traill).
Although prohibition received the most attention, other bills were introduced that
dealt with gambling, cigarettes, profanity, Sabbath-breaking, and dancing.7
To further their participation in state government, North Dakota's
Norwegians organized the Scandinavian Republican League in 1889.
Norwegian leaders hoped to acquire as many seats as possible at the state
constitutional convention in the spring of 1889. When their efforts netted only 8
Norwegian seats out of 75 (11 percent), some Norwegian leaders considered it
a setback even though only 13 percent of the state’s population at the time
were foreign-born Norwegians. Their discouragement was based on the fact
that thousands of ethnic Norwegians, who had been born in Minnesota,
Wisconsin and Iowa, did not show up on the census rolls as Norwegians, hence
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greater Norwegian influence at the polls was a logical explanation. Martin N.
Johnson, for example, the leader of the Scandinavian Republican League, was
bom in Wisconsin of Norwegian immigrant parents and considered himself a
Norwegian. Although Norwegian political leaders could not quantify the number
of ethnic Norwegians in North Dakota, they knew that the percentage was
greater than 13 percent and they felt shortchanged by the "low" number of
Norwegians selected as delegates to the state constitutional convention.8
The idea for the Scandinavian Republican League in North Dakota drew
inspiration from the success of Norwegian office seekers in Wisconsin and
Minnesota. As Professor Thorson has noted, many Norwegians had eitherbeen born or had spent some years in Wisconsin, Iowa or Minnesota, and they
were familiar with political events in those states. Furthermore, the NorwegianAmerican press kept its readers abreast of events in other states. In both
Wisconsin and Minnesota, several Norwegians had been elected to statewide
offices In the early 1880s, including Nils P. Haugen in Wisconsin and Knute
Neison in Minnesota. Aware of the success of the Scandinavian Republican
Leagues in other states, North Dakota’s Norwegians established their own
League because they wanted to have political power.9
The desire to better themselves became a major motivator for North
Dakota’s Norwegians. According to Thorson, Norwegians in North Dakota have
not been modest, were not patient, and have clamored for public office.
Thorson has noted that since 1889, North Dakota’s Norwegians have exerted
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their influence in political affairs because they were determined that they were
not going to be second-class citizens. Most had undergone such an experience
in Norway and they were attracted by the American promise of equality. Not
wanting to be another group of "dumb immigrants," the ambitious Norwegians
wanted to prove that they could succeed and become first-class American
citizens.10
Although North Dakota’s Norwegians were strong supporters of the
Republican party, they were also active in the Farmers Alliance, the
Independent Party, and the Populist movement. Perceived inequities in the
grain trade system made many North Dakota farmers-including Norwegianswiliing to embrace these protest movements during the 1890s. North Dakota's
livelihood depended on the production of wheat, the primary cash crop. North
Dakota’s farmers, however, felt shortchanged by the wheat trade business.
The Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce, through a series of monopolistic trade
practices, they believed, prevented North Dakota farmers from receiving a fair
price for their grain and in collusion with the railroads, controlled all aspects of
the grain trade.11 To ensure that North Dakota remained an economic colony of
the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce, the grain companies and railroads
courted the support of Alexander McKenzie, the political boss of North Dakota’s
Republican party. McKenzie made sure that the interests of the Chamber
remained the top priority of the North Dakota legislature.12 In response, many
North Dakota farmers, including Norwegians, supported political reform.
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Like other North Dakota farmers, Norwegian farmers sought to redress
their economic grievances through political action. North Dakota's farmers first
expressed their dissatisfaction with the status quo through Populism. Although
Populism lies outside the scope of this study, the Norwegians' role in it will be
briefly examined.
In 1892, the McKenzie machine suffered its first setback when a fusionist
ticket between the Farmers Alliance (Populist) and the Democrats succeeded in
electing Eli C. D. Shortridge as governor. The Populist platform called for free
and unlimited coinage of silver; a graduated income tax; a prohibition on land
speculation; government ownership of railroads, telegraphs, and telephones;
prohibition; state fire and life insurance; and equal suffrage for women.13 The
fusionists controlled the governor’s office for only two years and achieved little
legislative success, but they remained a voice of opposition throughout most of
the 1690s. During that decade, reformers within the progressive wings of both
the Republican and Democratic parties kept sounding the need for economic
and political change in North Dakota.
To what political camp-conservative or reformers-did North Dakota's
Norwegians belong? Elwyn B. Robinson, North Dakota's prominent historian,
noted that the majority of the reformers hailed from the eastern part of the state
and were generally of Scandinavian or older American stock.14 Cathryne C.
Lalim, in her study on the response of Red River Valley Norwegian-American
newspapers to Populism, concluded that the Norwegian papers were divided
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over the Populist party piatform, while in agreement on the need for reform.15
Odd S. Lovoli, historian of North Dakota’s Norwegian press, observed that the
Norwegian press in North Dakota was largely loyal to the Republican party.16
He added, however, that the Norwegian press did "remain in the left wing of the
party and made violent attacks on the conservatives."17
There can be no doubt that there were prominent Norwegians who
advocated radical politics. Hans A. Foss, editor of Normanden from 1888 to
1893, was one example. Foss had first gained notoriety with the publication of
the novel Husmandsautten ("The Cotter's Son") in the 1880s. The novel, which
described how a humble Norwegian ccttef boy attained success in America,
became a big seller in both Norway and among Norwegians in the United
States.10 As editor of Normanden. Foss argued strongly for prohibition and the
Farmers Alliance. He urged support for the Farmers Alliance in order "to curb
the power of the big corporations, to issue more money in order to abolish the
credit and interest system, and to eliminate the sale of liquor."10 As a member
of tho Farmers Alliance Platform Committee in 1892, Foss was a leader of the
state's Populist movement and likely authored parts of the party's platform.20
Another radical Norwegian-American was Ole Ellingson. Writing from
Reynolds, North Dakota in 1894, Ellingson explained to a friend in Norway why
he was a populist supporter:
. . . I would like to explain just why I am a Populist. I believe in the
following reform measures. The people should take over the
railroads, the telegraph, and abolish the national banks, increase the
circulation of money, repossess the land of absentee owners and
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distribute it to the real (settlers or homesteader) farmers, free
competition, etc. These are the most important things, and I believe
in them because all of them now belong to the corporation, the
capitalists who are now rolling along at their own pleasure.
On the other hand, the present Republican party is in favor of
(simple) coinage, National Banks, government rule by corporations,
and a huge standing army of poor fo lk ,! w prices, high taxes, high
bureaucratic salaries, a free and unrestricted saloon traffic(the liquor
bill), and many other so called nice things.
I suppose you are fed up with this political nonsense. I just
hope you will be patient, since you will readily understand that I am
a radical Populist.21
Ellingson's comments likely reflected the sentiments of many Norwegians
in the state at the time. However, as Professor Thorson points out in his
article, Ellingson’s politics varied depending on his economic circumstances. In
bad times he was a radical, or left of center; in good times he was a
conservative.22 According to Thorson, most people in North Dakota behaved in
a similar manner. They were pocketbook voters.23
Norwegians and the Progressive Era. 1904-1915
From 1889 to 1906, Alexander McKenzie, political boss of North Dakota’s
Republican party, dominated politics in the state. With the exception of the
Shortridge administration from 1893 to 1895, McKenzie men occupied the
governor’s office and the state legislature. McKenzie ensured that the interests
of North Dakota reflected those of the the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce.
Using his influence over the legislators at Bismarck, McKenzie protected the
railroad companies, Twin Cities grain elevator firms, and lumber and insurance
companies doing business in the state. In turn, he profited handsomoly from
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his involvement with these outstate interests. As historian Robert P. Wilkins
has noted, McKenzie "died rich in money, praise, and denunciation."24
The McKenzie machine, or "Old Gang" as it was known, regularly
controlled the Republican state convention. County leaders usually made a
contract among themselves, dividing the offices in a way that was mutually
satisfactory. McKenzie’s lieutenant, Judson LaMoure, often ran the convention
in the absence of the former.25 Instead, the "boss" of North Dakota spent much
of his time in St. Paul or New York City, where he attended to his financial
affairs. McKenzie's personal political involvement centered on controlling the
election of United States senators in his quest for patronage and power in
Washington, D.C.26 He left much of the daily operation of the state in the
hands of his lieutenants, including LaMoure and senators Henry C.
Hansborough of Devils Lake and Porter J. McCumber of Wahpeton. McKenzie,
however, still held court over North Dakota. The state’s political leaders
frequently conferred with McKenzie at the Merchants Hotel in St. Paul. The
Merchants Hotel became known as the unofficial capitol of North Dakota during
the McKenzie years. These meetings only strengthened the perception among
North Dakotans that the Twin Cities were politically and economically the capital
of North Dakota.2'
The successful overthrow of the McKenzie ring occurred in 1906 with the
election of "Honest John" Burke as governor. Irish Catholic and a Democrat,
Burke’s rise to prominence seemed strange in a state populated largely by
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protestant Scandinavians and Germans. However, as his nickname attests,
integrity was his strong suit and that trait appealed to many North Dakotans.
The political bossism of Alexander McKenzie cast the shadow of corruption over
North Dakota. John Burke believed in the integrity of law as a means of
regulating human affairs. To him, the problem of reform was a matter of
instilling respect for the law and providing for its enforcement.28
In winning the governor’s office, Burke courted the votes of disgruntled
progressive Republicans. The Democratic platform of 1906 called for equal
taxation of property in the state, the direct primary for all elected officials,
expanded powers for the state railroad commission, the initiative and
referendrum, a national grain grading and inspection law, and public ownership
of public utilities.29 The resolutions concluded by stating: "The political affairs of
the state of North Dakota are controlled by the railroads. We call upon the
citizens of the state to assist in relieving the state from such domination."30
Burke campaigned vigorously, speaking seven or eight times a day to
North Dakotans about the injustices of the McKenzie Machine. Progressive
papers supported Burke, as did the prohibitionists who denounced Governor
Elmore Y. Sarles for serving liquor in the executive mansion. Some Protestant
church groups, more concerned about corruption than creed, endorsed the
Roman Catholic Burke. On election day, Burke outpolled Sarles, 34,424 votes
to 29,309.3' Burkes’s majority came from the large eastern counties of the
state with the exception of Cass county, where McKenzie’s machine controlled
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Fargo city politics. Sarles’ support came from the solidly stalwart (conservative)
western counties.32
To what extent did Norwegians in North Dakota support Burke and the
progressives? Elwyn B. Robinson observed that "McKenzie’s opponents, the
reformers, hailed from the eastern part of the state; they were generally of
Scandinavian or older American stock." In addition, Robinson noted that in the
western part of the state, "Germans opposed prohibition, saying that they did
not need to obey a law forced upon them by the Scandinavians of the Red
River Valley."33 From his study of Norwegian-language newspapers in North
Dakota, Odd S. Lovoll concluded that in the 1890s and early 1900s, the
mainstream Norwegian press "lined up firmly against the machine created by
Alexander McKenzie which controlled state politics. The [Norwegian] press took
great pride in showing the progress made in defeating the power of the
machine politicians."34
North Dakota’s progressives gained an advantage against the McKenzie
machine in early 1906 with the publication of Rex Beach’s articles on "The
Looting of Alaska" in Appleton Booklover’s Magazine.35 Beach told how in 1900
McKenzie had secured control of disputed mining claims through Judge Arthur
H. Noyes of the Alaskan Second Judicial District. McKenzie had earlier
secured the appointment of Noyes, a former resident of Grand Forks. In such
disputed cases, the court usually appointed a receiver who was expected to
shepherd and conserve assets until the claim was settled. When Noyes
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appointed McKenzie, however, McKenzie proceeded to seize everything the
miners owned, including gold they had mined elsewhere, and in addition he
stripped the Anvil Creek (near Nome) claims of gold in the amount of
$600,00Q.36
Most of the miners whom McKenzie had victimized were nonresident
aliens, many from Scandinavia. One of them, however, Charles D. Lane, was a
prominent California miner and businessman. Lane and the aliens appealed to
the Ninth District Circuit Court at San Francisco and obtained a writ that
superceded McKenzie’s act. When Noyes refused to enforce the writ, federal
authorities moved in and brought McKenzie to face trial at Federal Court in
California. The Court found him guilty and sentenced him to a year in jail.
McKenzie's friends, however, notably James J. Hill and Mark Hanna, persuaded
President McKinley to pardon McKenzie and he was set free.37
Beach’s series of articles provided progressives around the state the
necessary ammunition with which to fight the McKenzie machine. The Appleton
company released its copyright on the articles, which allowed newspapers
across North Dakota and outside the state to reprint them. In October 1900,
Washington Posten (The Washington Post) reported that McKenzie had often
"greased his stockings at the expense of Norwegian farmers in North Dakota,
that he was happy to reap a rich harvest in Nome."38 In North Dakota,
Normanden's long-standing support of the progressives had put it at odds with
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McKenzie. When Beach’s articles became available, Normanden ran them for
seven weeks in 1906 under the heading "McKenzie-ism in Alaska."39
North Dakota’s two leading Norwegian newspapers, Normanden an<fl
Fram, both were progressive Republican papers and strong supporters of
prohibition. In 1904, the Scandinavian Republican League had reemerged,
adopting a platform that supported progressive reforms. The Norwegian papers
worked closely with the League. A. A. Trovaten, who gained control of Fiam in
1903, served as the League’s president for many years, while P. O. Thorson,
business manager of Normanden. was its secretary. As Professor Lovoll
writes, "Norwegian politicians united the Scandinavians in a political group
within the Republican organization, hoping to replace the old gang with liberal,
progressive leaders."40 In a 1904 article on the Scandinavian Republican
League, Henry T. Helgesen, a future North Dakota congressman, summed up
why he supported the League:
I am not against corporations and corporate interests, since I
believe that they are absolutely necessary during these commercial
times arid under our economic system and situation. And I believe
that we ought to treat them liberally so that they can occupy their
proper place in our economic system and thereby help to keep our
country in the leading group among the commercial nations of the
world. But I also believe that we are coming to a point in our
economic system’s development when the people, in self-defense,
must demand their rights and bring these commercial institutions
under proper control. Otherwise, it will not be long before they rule
this land with an iron fist more autocratic than the most absolute
monarchy.41
During the 1906 political campaign, Normanden and Fram urged their
readers to vote for progressive candidates. On June 13, 1906, Normanden’s
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headline read: "Voters of North Dakota! Go to the Primary and Crush the
Corrupt Party Machine." The newspaper elaborated:
The effects of this corrupt ring’s work in our state becomes
more and more noticeable. The officials, who are nominated for the
state’s highest positions, must beforehand sell themselves to the
enemies of the people. They must proclaim themselves to conform
to the gang’s wishes. If they are unwilling to do this, they receive no
nomination. Rather, a single man, Czar Alexander McKenzie-the
looter of Alaska, prisoner from Alameda County Prison in California,
and political mastermind in North Dakota--has had such control of
public affairs that he has installed and removed officials according to
his whim. He has not attained such power because he wants to
appear as a servant of the people, but because he has been an
agent for powerful combinations of wealthy individuals whose sole
purpose in life is to turn the state’s citizens into incompetent,
ignorant voters who will not get in the way of their egotistical plans.42
Fram. meanwhile, asked its readers to support John Burke and the progressive
cause:
With your assistance, we will drive the men from control who, for all
these years have served the railroads and corporations and
neglected to look after the people’s interests. Follow us and be
assured that we will be successful in bringing state government back
into the people’s hands once again here in North Dakota.43
Burke’s long-standing support for prohibition further increased his
attractiveness as a candidate to Normanden and Fram. Burke had broken with
his party’s stand against prohibition in 1900 when he noted that "prohibition is
here to stay."44 Normanden and Fram continually reminded their readers that
Burke would enforce prohibition. In a letter to Normanden. Burke pledged his
support for prohibition:
If I am elected governor, it will be because the best part of the
population desires my election. The people can be certain that I

153

shall not only use my influence for the retention of a good law [prohibition]
but that I also shall use my powers to have it enforced.45
With Burke’s victory, the influence of the McKenzie ring started to wane.
Sensing that a new era was at hand, Normanden’s headline following the
November general election read: "The Machine is Broken!" Accompanying the
headline was a long article in which the paper extolled the independence of
North Dakota’s voters:
The voters this time have gone to the voting booth as free men
--not as party slaves. . . . The Republican Party Machine is broken.
North Dakota’s people have taken their government into their own
hands and given the ringleaders a lesson that they will not easily
forget.
. . . Such a political revolution has not been witnessed in our state’s
history. . . . The election shows that North Dakota’s people no
longer will let themselves be dominated by the ring of politicians who
travel to "foreign lands" in order to decide the state's fate. The
voters have sounded a striking testimony announcing that they are
free men.46
The election of John Burke precipitated the eventual decline of the
McKenzie machine. The Stalwarts retained effective control of the 1907 and
1909 legislatures and were able to thwart progressive demands. McKenzie’s
machine, however, was unable to defeat John Burke in either 1908 or 1910.
The progressive triumph finally came in 1910 when progressive Republicans
and Democrats won control of the legislature. They also elected progressive
Asle J. Gronna to the Senate (to fill the unexpired term of Martin N. Johnson,
who died in October, 1909) and progressive Henry T. Helgesen to the U.S.
House. All three men were Norwegian. Under the leadership of Burke, the
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progressives passed a series of reforms: the direct primary, an anti-pass law
(no free railway passes for government officials), a presidential primary,
prohibition enforcement, laws that prohibited corrupt election processes,
establishment of juvenile courts, and workman’s compensation.47
The Norwegian press gave continued support to the progressives. To
provide service to Norwegians in the western part of the state, Minot-Posten
(The Minot Post) published from 1905 to 1909. An offshoot of Pram, it
advocated a program of progressive reform. For awhiie, Jon Norstog, a
controversial Norwegian writer and poet, served as editor, Prohibition remained
a favorite cause; in 1911 Fram became the official organ of the prohibition
movement in North Dakota.46 Normanden, meanwhile, withdrew its support for
Burke in the 1908 election because he, in the paper’s opinion, had failed to
enforce the state’s prohibition laws adequately.49 Otherwise, both Normanden
and Fram supported progressive Republican candidates.
Progressivism reached its zenith in North Dakota in 1912. During that
year, Normanden urged voters to support a straight progressive Republican
ticket, headed by presidential candidate Robert LaFollette, at the June
primary.50 When the Republican party’s left wing split off to form the
Progressive party, both Normanden and Fram endorsed the new party.
However, because the new party did not carry a full slate of candidates, the
papers advocated a split ticket. Normanden. for example, advised its readers
to vote for Teddy Roosevelt for President, William D. Sweet for Governor, and
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Marlin Jacobson for Commissioner of Agriculture and Labor on the Progressive
party ticket. For Congress and the other state offices, it endorsed progressive
Republicans.51
Having long considered themselves to be progressive newspapers,
Normanden and Fram found the Progressive party to be appealing. Fram. for
instance, stressed that North Dakota was a progressive state whose voters
would be naturally attracted to the new party;
The Progressive party’s platform is satisfactory to at least ninetenths of the voters within the two old parties. The question that the
voters in the state of North Dakota have to answer is, therefore,
which shall be retained in relationship to this party? Shall they turn
their backs on what they strived and fought for only because it now
comes to be on another party label? No one is so blind that he will
believe that they will do this. Let no one be led to believe that the
Progressive party is a "one-man party,” or is intended to harm a
single man or candidate in North Dakota.
The Progressive party will support every candidate in North
Dakota who firmly and openly takes a stand against the reactionary
program adopted by the national Republican party. It will not fight or
seek to harm a single one of the progressive candidates who are
acceptable to the progressive majority in the state. However, it will
fight everyone who, under the guise of "party loyalty," seeks to win
progressive votes for a reactionary program.52
Much like Fram. the editors of Normanden viewed the Progressive party
as a party of the people. Normanden noted that "the other two parties are
bound to the hands and feet of the bosses, special-interests, institutions and old
decadent traditions."53 Furthermore, it anticipated a rosy future for the
Progressive party:
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With the new Progressive Party’s establishment, the political
struggle comes onto a new path that will lead forward to more
democracy and progress as the party attains power.
The new party’s course of action, based on a known and plainlyworded platform, will lead to the end of the great societal problems.
The magnitude of those problems has opened up the eyes of many
to the necessity for reform and a clearer and more effective program
in the future than those of the two old parties.54
After the 1912 election, Normanden gave its full support to the
Progressive party. When the party ran a full slate of candidates in the 1914
election, Normanden urged North Dakota’s progressive Republicans to join the
Progressive party because it had "a progressive program in full harmony with
the liberal Republicans."55 It also claimed that the great majority of North
Dakotans were progressive, but that they did not express their views politically
because of loyalty to the Republican name. Normanden advised its readers to
place principles above the party name.56 Normanden even raised the possibility
that the state might be better qualified to run the railroads:
The American government is ably qualified to take over and operate the
railroads like the governments of the European states. If the European
state-owned railroads can make a profit, then state-owned railroads ought
to also be able to make a profit in this country where the traffic is
particularly heavy. Possibily, it will be some years before the idea can be
realized but in reality it may take longer.57
As for Fram, it focused mainly on the evils of drink. It called on
Norwegians to renew the struggle against the saloon. Fram hoped that the
Norwegians would now "be willing to take the same conspicuous place in the
forthcoming series of struggles to prevent the saloon from again gaining
influence among us.”58 The newspaper’s preoccupation with prohibition also
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caused it to cool sis support for initiative and referendum because the antiprohibitionists might use it to have prohibition repealed.59 Fram, however,
retained confidence in those people who supported prohibition. According to
Fram. these people were special:
. . . the great class of people, the class that has self-respect and
wishes to make its situation better, its living conditions easier, and
life richer and more rewarding, wili lead the struggle to build a better
society.60
Despite its accomplishments, the North Dakota progressive movement
ultimately ailed to satisfy the demands of the state’s farmers. The progressive
movement was an urban movement, not an agrarian movement. The
movement had some success among farmers, but the main progressive issues-election reform, more efficient government, and law enforcement--never
aroused much interest among farmers. The leaders of the movement were
businessmen from the towns of the state. Progressivism never became strong
in the sparsely settled western part of the state, with the exception of the
comparatively large town of Minot in Ward county. The progressives drew the
majority of their support from the cities in the eastern counties of the state.61
If the North Dakota Norwegian press reflected the politics of its readers,
then Norwegians in the state likely heid progressive Republican views.
Norwegians, howevei, were not willing to go as far as Normanden in breaking
away from the Republican party. Many Norwegians also continued to support
prohibition, although support for it was not as pronounced as in the 1880s and
1890s.62 Like other North Dakotans, however, Norwegians did not find
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progressivism to be entirely satisfying. The success of the Nonpartisan League
among North Dakota farmers, including Norwegians, bears out this point. And
although progressivism attracted the support of Norwegians, it was a movement
that was indigenous to America. In other words, what was so uniquely
Norwegian about being a progressive? Furthermore, to point to support for the
progressives as an indication of left-wing political sympathies is not valid.63 The
progressives were conservative reformers who wanted to make the existing
system work better; they did not want to change it. Therefore, North Dakota
Norwegians support for progressivism did not mean that they were ieft-wingers
and they certainly were not political radicals.
Norwegians and the Socialist Era, 1904-1916
Founded in 1902, the North Dakota Socialist Party first ran candidates
statewide in 1904, and continued to do so to 1916. With the emergence of the
Nonpartisan League, however, the Socialist party disoandsd in 1918. During its
brief life, the party made a respectable showing, particularly in the northwestern
part of the state. Many future Nonpartisan League organizers, including A. C.
Townley and A. E. Bowen, started as socialists. To appeal to farmers, the
Socialist party platform included proposals for state-owned flour mills, a stateowned terminal elevator, rural credit banks, and a system of state-financed hail
insurance.64 Years later, the NPL incorporated these same demands into its
platform.
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Among scholars there has been abundant te >timony to the affinity of
North Dakota’s Norwegians for socialism. Elwyn B. Robinson wrote that "Many
Norwegian immigrants had leftist sympathies when they came to the Red River
Valiey; in Norway, socialism was a rural phenomenon."65 Robert P. Wilkins
observed that "thousands of Norwegian farmers who had been peasants in
Noiway were ardent socialists."66 Jackson K. Putnam, in his study on the
Socialist Party of North Dakota, stated that the Norwegians "brought with them
a tradition of rural radicalism," and that thousands of Norwegian settlers in
North Dakota had "straight left sympathies." Putnam noted that "the
Norwegians soon found reason to retain their socialism in their new homeland."
The North Dakota socialist leaders quickly capitalized on the Norwegians’
political heritage and allowed them to form "language locals" in affiliation with
the state socialist party. These soon became popular and respectable
organizations, the members considering themselves an intellectual elite in
comparison with their American comrades whose socialist education was
notoriously shallow.67 Putnam's source was Henry R. Martinson, a Minnesotaborn Norwegian, who was an active socialist organizer early in the century in
Ward county. Martinson claimed that "Norwegians were naturally socialists."68
Dwight I. Todd, the socialist organizer in Williams county said that his work
among Norwegians was easy because they were already socialist.69
Norwegians, no doubt, were prominent within the socialist movement. In
addition to Martinson, there was O. M. Thomason, who edited the Socialist
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newspaper, The iconoclast, and Henry G. Teiyen, who was party secretary in
1913 and editor of the paper in 1914. Carl Erickson, an Iowa-born Norwegian
and professed socialist, served as sheriff of Williams county from 1913 to 1917.
Prior to becoming sheriff, he established one of the largest and best farms in
Williams county, comprising 720 acres. He also worked as an auctioneer and
operated threshing machines. A member of the Lutheran Church, Erickson
served as a school director both in Iowa and Spring Brook, North Dakota. On
his farm, he engaged in raising registered stock, specializing in Percheron
horses, Poland China hogs, and Hereford cattle. However, as Thorson notes:
"in spite of all these seemingly capitalistic accomplishments, Erickson was a
socialist, with a strong political philosophy. He did not acquire his socialism in
Norway; he was born in Iowa."70
According to Putnam, Norwegians were the purveyors of socialism in the
state.71 Rugby and Hillsboro, towns with sizeable Norwegian populations,
elected socialist mayors. The socialists received strong support from the five
northwestern counties of Ward, Mountrail, Burke, Divide, and Williams-counties
with large Norwegian populations. The claim that all or even most Norwegians
were socialist, however, is not true. Election returns do not support the claim.
The 1912 election represented the high point for socialism in North Dakota.
That year Eugene Debs, the Sociaiist presidential candidate, received 6,966 of
the state’s 86,580 votes or about eight percent. A. E. Bowen, Socialist
gubernatorial candidate, obtained 6,835 of 87,596 votes or about 7.8 percent.
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Debs carried oniy one county in North Dakota, Burke, by a plurality of 321 out
of 1120 votes cast or about 28.7 percent. In fact, only five other counties cast
at least 20 percent of their votes for Debs. They were Mountrail (25.6%),
Williams (23.7%), Renville (21.4%), McKenzie (20.8%), and Oliver (20.1%).72
Such percentages are not indicative of widespread socialist support among
Norwegians--or other North Dakotans for that matter. The Norwegian press in
North Dakota likewise gave little support for socialism. In fact, there was only
one socialist Norwegian-language newspaper in North Dakota. Odd S. L0voli
notes that Enderlin Folkeblad (The Enderlin People’s Newspaper) promoted
socialism, but that it was published for only one year, in 1898. The publication
failed because its rash advocacy of left-wing ideas involved its owner, Danish
pharmacist E. Egeberg, in a lawsuit and a term in a Fargo jail.73
L0vol! mentions that two prominent Norwegian journalists, Lauritz L.
Stavnheim, the editor of Dakota (The Dakota, 1889-97), and K. P. Wiig,
publisher of Daqen (The Day, 1897-99), favored the doctrine of state
ownemship.74 Such proposals, however, did not espouse the more radical
socialist idea that the state own and operate the means of production and
distribution, but were usually limited to state ownership of railroads, banks, or
grain elevators. Moreover, these proponents of state-owned banks, railroads,
and grain elevators did not suggest that the state should own and operate
farms in North Dakota. Norwegians-and other North Dakotans-who advocated
state ownership of banks, railroads and grain elevators wanted to curt) the
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unfair practices of the grain trade so that farmers could better market their grain
and receive a higher price. The farmer would still retain ownership of his own
land and he would remain a capitalist.
Coming from Norway, where the state had owned and operated public
utilities and services such as banks, railroads, power stations and flour mills,
the Norwegian immigrants to North Dakota did not consider it radical for the
state to own and operate such facilities. Rather, Norwegian immigrants viewed
state ownership as a possible means to improve their economic situation.
Norwegian farmers as a group gave little support to the socialists. Much like
other farmers, Norwegian farmers were afraid of the threat that socialism
posed, especially if it meant giving up their farms. Even Henry R. Martinson,
the socialist organizer from Ward county who thought "Norwegians were
naturally socialist," confirmed that the farmers really were not socialists:
The farmers could understand that they were being exploited by the
grain gambiers and big business. But they couldn’t understand Karl
Marx! They wanted relief and they wanted batter prices for their
grain. They wanted terminal elevators. They didn’t want to get
gypped on the grade and they saw they were being exploited-the
prices that were charged them for machinery and everything. That
they could understand!
. . . Most of the socialists out in these towns only understood about
the reform part of it. They didn’t stop to analyze it. They couldn’t
begin to think in terms of Marxian economics; that was impossible.
And of course, us socialists were really silly in believing that w@
could convert 'em. We did convert some of 'em but it wasn’t enough
to really make an impression on the political scene. We couldn’t get
the majority of ’em like the Nonpartisan League did; but, by the
same token, the Nonpartisan League failed, too, after they got into
power, it didn’t take very long because of the very fact that their
membership was not educated. They got their state bank; they got
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state hail insurance; they got their state mill; the workers got
workmen’s compensation and minimum wage law. "Well, maybe
that will do it," they thought in their minds. "Maybe we shouldn’t be
quite so hardheaded." They did quit!75
Martinson’s observation conflicts with his belief that "Norwegians were
naturally socialist." Perhaps, when stating that the farmers did not understand
Karl Marx or were only interested in reform, he meant to say all farmers except
the Norwegians were not socialists. Martinson’s omission, however, is
significant because he gave these observations in a separate interview. When
interviewed by Jackson K. Putnam or Playford V. Thorson, Martinson stressed
the affinity for socialism among Norwegians. But in his interview with Robert
Carlson, he did not single out Norwegian farmers as being exceptional.
Granted, Carlson did not ask Martinson about any link between ethnicity and
support for socialism. Still, if the Norwegians were the notable exceptions, it is
strange that the ethnically Norwegian Martinson did not mention that Norwegian
farmers gave widespread support to socialism.
Norwegians and the Nonpartisan League, 1915-1920
The Nonpartisan League gained control of North Dakota state government
in 1919. Organized as a farmers' protest party, the League advocated state
ownership of terminal elevators, flour mills, packing houses and cold storage
plants; state inspection of grain and grain dockage; exemption of farm
improvements from taxation; state hail insurance on an acreage-tax basis; and
rural-credit banks for low-interest loans. Arthur C. Townley, the League’s
leader and a former socialist, had borrowed the League’s platform from the
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North Dakota Sociaiist Party. Believing that the Socialist label scared farm ers/6
Townley instead opted to establish an insurgent movement, the Nonpartisan
League, within the Republican party through the use of the direct primary.
{Although Townley was the driving force behind the NPL, recent scholarship
suggests that another socialist, A.E. Bowen, first came up with the idea of an
agrarian protest movement outside of the Socialist party).77
Townley targeted the program at North Dakota’s farmers, many of whom
were undeniably being shortchanged by the big grain companies in
Minneapolis-St. Paul. It was common practice for the companies to lower
substantially the price paid for farmers’ grain either by manipulating the
markets, by assigning a poor grade to the farmer’s grain and then selling it at a
high grade, by charging excessive freight costs (the grain companies usually
owned large amounts of stock in the railroads), or by a combination of all
three.78
St may seem strange that the Nonpartisan League flourished during the
"Golden Age" of American agriculture, when wheat prices were higher than ever
(in fact, later federal programs would set the parity price based on the price for
wheat during the first two decades of the twentieth centt

The practices of

the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce, however, worked to deny North
Dakota farmers their fair share. In his study on the Nonpartisan League,
Robert H. Bahmer observed that "farmers in increasing numbers came to feel
that they were not getting from this period of prosperity everything they
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considered rightfully theirs."79 in trying to offset the influence of the Twin Cities
grain companies, some farmers turned to cooperative associations such as the
Equity Society80 or the North Dakota Farmers Union.81 Despite the success of
the progressives, however, many farmers still felt cheated by the system. A.C.
Townley and the other NPL leaders took advantage of those feelings to sell
their program to North Dakota’s farmers, who bought the League idea
wholeheartedly. Using the existing networks provided by the cooperative
associations, the NPL rapidly mobilized North Dakota farmers and captured
much of the state government in 1916.32
The Nonpartisan League reached its zenith in 1919, when a number of
laws were passed. These included the creation of an industrial commission,
composed of the Governor, Attorney General and Commissioner of Agriculture
and Labor, that would manage all business enterprises of the state; the creation
of the Bank of North Dakota; the creation of the State Mill; the establishment of
the Home Building Association; and an amended state hail insurance system.83
By 1921, however, the League was out of power. Opponents of the
League, through the auspices of the Independent Voters Association, charged
that the League was unpatriotic during World War I, that it promoted socialism
and free love, and, perhaps most damaging, that it was a boss-dominated and
corrupt political machine. The tactic of comparing A. C. Townley with Alexander
McKenzie proved damaging to the League.84 The IVA used a law passed by
the NPL.-contro!led legislature that permitted recall of any state office holders.
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The recall election of 1921 ended the power of the NPL when the IVA
candidates for Governor, Attorney General, and Commissioner of Agriculture
and Labor defeated the NPL incumbents.
According to most scholars, Norwegians played a pivotal role in leading
the NPL crusade. In A Voice of Protest: Norwegians in American Politics.
1890-1917. Jon Wefald writes:
The Norwegians were also in the vanguard of the protest movement
in North Dakota. They were far more radical there than elsewhere
and far more numerous. Thus, their political leverage and
sentiments were expressed more bluntly. A basically one-crop
agriculture in North Dakota aggravated the plight of the farmers.
Hence, their radical convictions surfaced more readily,05
Other scholars have noted the Norwegian penchant for left-wing politics.
Michael Paul Bogin points out that North Dakota’s Scandinavians (which in
North Dakota mainly involves Norwegians) were "traditionally radical for
economic reasons."86 Rogin further states that "certain traditions—if not status
anxieties-do seem to have predisposed Scandinavians to support agrarian
radical movements."87 In "Harvest of Discontent: The Social Origins of the
Nonpartisan League, 1880-1922," Kathleen Diane Mourn observed a clear link
between membership in the NPL and Norwegian ethnicity.88 Mourn proceeds to
explain why Norwegians were predisposed to support the NPL:
In particular, why did the League have such a preponderance of
Norwegians? Seventy percent of Norwegian immigrants to the
United States between 1884 and 1914 were from rural areas of
Norway. There the class structure sharply distinguished between
rural and urban dwellers. Possibly, the old world hierarchies were a
factor leading to League participation, it may have been easy for
the Norwegian immigrant to be provoked by the townsman or
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elevator operator and to recall the aloof condescension of his
"betters" back in the old country. Perhaps, also, the Norwegian
farmer was accustomed to cooperation with his neighbors in
Norway, an experience that he translated into NPL membership in
North Dakota. These two factors may have worked together within
individual communities throughout the state to cause vast numbers
of North Dakota farmers to join the League in 1916.89
Not all scholars, however, have agreed with the "orthodox" view that North
Dakota Norwegians were uniformly left of center. In Plains Folk: North Dakota’s
Ethnic History. Playford V. Thorson challenges the notion that Norwegians
brought left-wmg political ideas with them from Norway and that they repu Jiated
American capitalist ideas. He suggests that the high profile that Norwegians
have had in the state may account for the perception that they were left
wingers. He studied the number of Scandinavians in statewide elective offices
between 1889 and 1980. His analysis shows that 22 percent of the governors
have been Norwegians, a proportion that is close to their relative numbers in
the state. In addition, the Department of Agriculture and Labor had 31 percent
of its officeholders from a Norwegian background; 33 percent of the state
auditors were Norwegian; 36 percent of the secretaries of state; 38 percent of
the public service commissioners; commissioners of insurance 38 percent; and
lieutenant governors 39 percent. Thorson also mentions that among the twelve
state offices over the 91 year period, Scandinavians have filled those positions
44 percent of the time (in years). "Norwegian staying power, therefore, has
been significant through the years.',9i!
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During the NPL years, prominent Norwegians served on both sides of the
political dispute. In the 1916 election, Norwegians elected on the NPL ticket
included Anton T. Kraabel, lieutenant governor; S. A. Olsness, insurance
commissioner; and S.J. Aandahl and M.P. Johnson, both railroad
commissioners.93 A leading member of the IVA, meanwhile, Matt Johnson from
Bottineau, edited the association’s newspaper, The Independent.94 Two former
NPL members, Edwin W. Everson and Theodore G. Nelson, were instrumental
in organizing the IVA. Everson farmed in Griggs county and had been bom in
Norway. He served the NPL as a state legislator before turning against the
League. Nelson, from Traill county, had founded the the North Dakota Equity
Exchange95 and was American born of Norwegian parents. Both Everson and
Nelson were sympathetic to the needs of the North Dakota farmer. What drove
them both out of the League was the political bossism of A. C. Townley and
other leaders, which was similar to the political bossism of Alexander McKenzie.
John Steen, a Norwegian and former state treasurer, ran as the IVA candidate
for governor in the 1918 Republican primary, He lost to Lynn Frazier, garnering
36 percent of the vote. Other prominent Norwegians who supported the IVA
included Olger B. Burtness, a Grand Forks

torney, and P. O. Thorson,

publisher of Normanden in Grand Forks.96
The rise of the Nonpartisan League also produced a split in the
Norwegian press. In January 1916, the prohibitionists sold Fram to Ingvaid H.
Ulsaker and the paper became the Norwegian voice of the Nonpartisan League.
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Normanden, although originally a supporter of the League, turned against it in
March 1916. Odd S. Lovol! noted that Normanden's opposition to the League
led hundreds of its readers to cancel their subscriptions. The state's third majOf
Ncrwegian-language paper, Nordvesten (The Northwest) of Minot, claimed to
be progressive Republican but did not participate in the fierce political debate
between Fram and Normanden.87
On March 3, 1916, Normanden fired the opening salvo against the
League with a bold, large-type headline that read: "The Most Dangerous
Political Machine in North Dakota."98 Normanden procsded to tell its readers
why this was the case:
The most dangerous political machine in North Dakota today is the
Nonpartisan League. It is dangerous because its leadership is
represented by the most indecent, misguided rulers that the state’s
political system has produced. The leadership takes advantage of
all the tricks, secret methods and tyranny, which traditionally has
been the bossman’s specialty. Because it sails under a false flag
and has therefore won numerous powers for itself, the League's selfappointed leaders can take advantage of us at their own discretion
without having to answer. . . . It will become as dangerous as "Big
Biz."98
Normanden also pointed out the League’s concealed program:
Full control of the state’s administrative, executive, and
legislative affairs.
Election of a governor who lc willing to take orders from the
League’s commander-in-chief.
Election of officials of the same caliber for the .emaining state
offices-secretary of state, treasurer, auditor, attorney general, and
members of the various public commissions.
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Election of legislative members who can be controlled by the
League’s leaders.
The convening of a constitutional convention for North Dakota
with the help of a willing legislature in accordance with an agreement
between the League’s leaders and the notorious "Personal Liberty
League," whose great purpose in life it is to have the Saloon Law
passed in North Dakota.
The conspiracy is to get the Saloon Law passed.100
Fram countered the charges that the NPL candidates were the political
lackeys of the League’s leaders. In endorsing Lynn Frazier for governor, Fram
listed his qualifications:
1. His intellectual qualifications. He has a degree from the University of
North Dakota and has been a success both as a farmer and
businessman.

2. His morals are of the highest quality. He hasn’t tasted a drop of
alcohol in his life and he is also fully against the use of tobacco.
3. He is a self-made man. He has used his own genius and hard work to
put himself through the university and by his own work has made
himself what he is today.
4. He is not an embetsmann [bureaucrat]. At the convention at Fargo,
the nomination sought him, he did not seek the office. He was at
home minding his own business.101
Sensing that farmers liked the NPL program, Normanden directed its
attacks against the League’s leadership. Normanden claimed that it had ' no
quarrel with the League's members. It is the self-appointed leaders to whom
the criticism is directed."102 In a 1918 article titled "The New Bossism," the
paper wrote that "A.C. Townley has brought back the old boss-rule to our
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politics . . . he has imposed boss-ruie in a worse form than we have had at any
time."103
Political bossism earned the League the emnity of Hans A. Foss, one-time
publisher of Normanden and leader of the Farmers Alliance. After Foss sold
his part ownership of Normanden in 1893, he eventually became a dealer
representative of the Atwood-Larsen Grain Company at Minot in 1907, and
shortly after a co-owner of the firm. When the Nonpartisan League organized
in 1915, Foss joined and enthusiastically supported it. A combination of the
League's corrupt leadership and the vituperative rhetoric directed against grain
dealers, however, likely caused him to turn against the movement. Foss then
supported the opposition and voted for Ragnvald A. Nestos (a Norwegian) for
governor in 1921.104 Foss wrote a number of articles for Normanden in which
he denounced the League. Fram referred to Foss as an "apostate" who had
turned his back on the farmers and now slept in the "Philistines’ lair" of his old
enemy.105
Anti-League forces also sought to discredit the movement by equating it
with socialism. Normanden commented that the NPL was "no doubt an
organized attempt to convert the state over to socialism."106 Fram responded to
such charges by reminding its readers that state-owned enterprises were not
unusual in Norway:
The Norwegian constitution does not prohibit, and neither the
king nor the law courts can prohibit the Norwegian people from
owning and operating grain elevators and flour mills in common
ownership and for the public good. The Norwegian state owns and
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operates for such purposes the largest number of mills in
Scandinavia. And what the Norwegian people have the legal right
and power to do, so ought North Dakota’s people have the right and
opportunity to do.107
Jon Norstog, North Dakota’s Norwegian language poet from Watford City,
defended the League in 1920, explaining that state ownership and operation of
enterprises in Norway were not harmful to the nation, in response, Hans A.
Foss stated that Norstog was "a poor son of Norway and an equally poor
American citizen if he could compare the good; honest, economical and
rationally administered institutions" of Norway with the "damnable deception"
going on in North Dakota.108
Because the League’s rise roughly coincided with America’s involvement
in World War I, anti-League opponents frequently assailed it as an unpatriotic
organization. The anti-League press used terms such as "red Socialists,"
"world revolutionaries," "atheists," "I.W.W.'s," "Huns," and "traitors" to denigrate
the League.109 To counter these labels, Fram maintained that the Norwegians
were loyal citizens:
The Norwegians who came from the old country and settled
down came for the duration. They did not come to earn a sum of
money and then take it back to the old country or to leave. They
came to make a home here, to build and live and become good,
loyal and trustworthy citizens of the new country. They have also to
the fullest extent satisfied Uncle Sam’s requirements of good
citizenship. They have gained renoun for being the best, most
trustworthy, and most loyal citizens in the state.110
Fram insisted that anti-League attacks, whether charges of bossism,
socialism, or disloyalty, only served to divert attention from real problems.
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According to the paper, the state’s biggest problem was that farmers did not
control their own government:
North Dakota is a farmer state, almost exclusively a farmer state.
There is no state in the entire union that is a farmer state to a
greater degree than North Dakota is. The whole state lives by
farming and by virtually nothing else. Take away farming-what is
left? Everyone can answer that. Why shouldn’t the farmers then
become the operators of the state? So far they have not been that.
Power, which has its base outside the state, is controlled by the
railroads, elevator companies, mills and the Minneapolis Chamber of
Commerce. With the assistance of some professional politicians
and others living in the state, the Minneapolis Chamber of
Commerce has governed and ruled in North Dakota to its heart’s
desire. For many years, the Merchants Hotel has served as the real
capitol of North Dakota.111
The political debate between Normanden and Fram ended in December
1917, when Norrnanden purchased its rival and absorbed Frarrrs subscription
list. In 1919, another paper emerged to represent the NPL's Norwegian
members. A stock company owned by farmers in the Red River Valley
established Nord Dakota Tidende (The North Dakota Times, 1919-1923) in
Grand Forks. The 1920 political campaign produced a bitter quarrel between
Normanden and Tidende. In the election, the League lost control of the state
government, but retained governor Lynn Frazier. The two papers also clashed
during the 1921 recall election in which Ragnvald A. Nestos replaced Frazier.112
Nord Dakota Tidende advised farmers to remain steadfast in their support
for the League. The paper shared the sentiments of some Norwegian-language
papers that Normanden received financial support from the Independent Voters
Association and that it was the tool of reactionary forces.113 When the anti-
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League opposition charged that the League advocated free love, state
upbringing of children, and opposed the Bible and churches, Tidende termed
the attacks ridiculous and indicative of desparate behavior.114
Undaunted, however, Normanden continued Its attacks on the League,
especially its leadership. The paper directed its attacks during the 1920
campaign almost solely against Townley, On October 29, 1920, shortly before
the general election, Normanden questioned its readers whether the NFL
served their interests or Townley’s:
Will you vote for the state’s interests or for Townley’s interests?
Will you vote for common sense or boycott? Will you vote for
oppression, despotism and demagoguery or for democracy and the
culture of the people?
Normanden has pointed out that it concerns more than a couple
political questions. What it comes down to is the basic fact that
Townleyism falls within the boundaries of a worldwide attempt at
socializing industry as well as everyday life.
it will not be democracy and freedom that you will have but
instead the centralization of all power in government in order that
government should dish out "life’s rewards" to everyone as it sees
fit. It is not enlightenment and the right of self-determination that
you will get but the loss of individuality, spirituality, and culture.115
In that same issue, Normanden reiterated another common theme: that
the Nonpartisan League represented Bolshevism in America. The paper
undoubtedly hoped to scare its readers by associating the League with the
dangerous "Red Menace" in Russia. Norm

^ jn implored its readers to ask

the Russian people how well they were faring under Bolshevik rule:
No, Mr. Townley is not a man who supports freedom in the true
sense of the word. He is an autocrat.
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But, in addition, it is he--or someone else within the government,
maybe diplomats-who keeps the League’s association with the
revolutionary elements well hidden. The reason is so that the
League, at the given opportunity, shall be ready to fall in line when
the revolutionary leaders sound the call across the nation. Then the
autocratic power will be :,at hand." But what then? How many of
our institutions shall remain? Our schools, our churches, our farmer
elevators? Ask the people in Russia how the League’s speakers
and newspapers that extoll "revolution" would have fared? Ask them
who has praised this movement after a long and unbiased study?
Ask their conscience’s advice and remember the old saying about a
certain tree that does not bear good fruit.116
The evidence offered in this chapter points to certain characteristics
exhibited by North Dakota Norwegians (in the following chapter a detailed
analysis of voting returns will be studied). The state’s Norwegians displayed a
desire to better themselves both economically and politically. They were
ambitious and aggressively sought political office. Norwegians did not want to
appear to be "dumb" immigrants. Rather, they were much more willing to
engage in mainstream political life than were other immigrants, such as the
Germans from Russia. This behavior suggests that Norwegians wanted to
"climb up" the ladder of American society and were willing to embrace the
ideals of that society, not to reject them.
For the most part, Noiwegians were staunch Republicans who gave
support to the progressive wing of the party. The Norwegians also had a high
profile within the prohibition movement. (There were, of course, many
Norwegians who imbibed although they did not organize as a group. The
Norwegians who did not drink were well-organized and strongly supported
prohibition.) They generally opposed the stalwart or McKenzie wing of the
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Republican party. Norwegians likely brought with them from Norway a mistrust
of the embets class of urban bureaucrats and career politicians. To
Norwegians, political hacks of the McKenzie machine likely resembled the North
Dakota version of the embets class and they reacted accordingly. In additio:.
the Norwegian immigrant who had supported Venstre (the Liberal party) in
Norway found progressive Republicanism to be similar, since both

cem ents

focused largely on making government more responsive to the people.
American conditions, however, also influenced Norwegians, many of whom had
spent considerable time in other states before coming to North Dakota.
Norwegians, therefore, likeiy assimilated progressivism much as they did other
American customs.
On the whole, Norwegians did not support socialism in Norway and they
did not support it in North Dakota. As with other farmers in the state, socialism
frightened most Norwegian farmers. They were unwilling to support the
wholesale, radical changes that socialists proposed.
At first glance it might appear that Norwegian support for the Nonpartisan
League is indiciative of left-wing political behavior. The link between ethnicity
and political behavior, however, is misleading. Other ethnic groups also
supported the League. For example, the predominately German-Russian
counties of Emmons, Logan, McIntosh, Mercer and Sheridan, on average,
voted well over 70 percent for the League in both 1916 and 1918.117 It is likely
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that the Norwegian farmer voted for the NPL because of pocketbook concerns
and not because of his ethnicity.
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C H A P TE R FOUR

NORWEGIAN VOTING BEHAVIOR IN NORTH DAKOTA, 1904-1920
Areas of Emigration and Delay Time
As was pointed out in chapter one, it is difficult to ascertain precisely what
political traits Norwegian emigrants brought to North Dakota. According to
Ingrid Semmingsen, a prominent Norwegian emigration scholar, the majority of
Norwegians who emigrated to America came from the non-franchised lower
classes, especially the cotter class.1 Furthermore, the majority of North
Dakota’s Norwegians--as will be shown later in this chapter-came from the
interior regions of eastern Norway. The landholding farmers in these eastern
regions tended to have larger farms and there was little incentive for these
storb0nder (large farmers) to emigrate. Those who emigrated to America,
therefore, came mainly from the cotter class and to a lesser extent from the
smabdnder, a class of landholding farmers who had gained their farms either
from the subdivision of existing farms or by clearing new tracts of marginal land.
Both groups, the cotters and small farmers, suffered frequent economic
hardship. The small farmers were only a bad harvest or two away from sinking
into the ranks of the cotter class. The incentive to own one’s farm or to gain a
larger-sized farm was undoubtedly a major reason for emigration to America.2
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To determine from what areas of Norway North Dakota’s Norwegians
came, it was necessary to consult histories of the counties to be studied. The
county histories contain exceilent biographies of the eariy settlers that often
give information regarding the area of Norway from which they emigrated and
also described settlement patterns in America.3 Of particular interest was the
amount of "delay time" that the Norwegian immigrants spent in other states
such as Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa before coming to North Dakota.
Using the county histories, it was possible to learn about the area of emigration
in Norway and to determine how "Americanized" the Norwegian immigrants
had become before coming to North Dakota.
The term "delay time" is borrowed from Playford V. Thorson. Thorson
refers to delay time as the amount of time spent by Norwegian immigrants in
other states before their arrival in North Dakota. He points out that many
Norwegians who came to North Dakota were somewhat familiar with American
ways--including politics--and well along the road to being accultured. Uniike "off
the boat" immigrants, these Norwegians knew a good deal more about the
system and it gave them an advantage. Thorson concludes that the
Norwegians learned their politics from their American experience and not just
their experience in Norway.4
In Plains Folk: N orth D akota's Ethic H isto ry. T horson studied three
p re do m in an tly N orw egian tow n ships to determ ine the delay tim e of the
N orw egian im m igrants.

For this purpose, T horson studied the biog rap hie s of
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early settlers contained in county histories. For Abercrombie Township in
Richland County, he found that 15 of the 38 individuals came directly from
Norway. Of the remaining 23, he determined that 17 had lived seven years on
average in other states, mostly Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa, before coming
to North Dakota. His study of Kinloss Township in Walsh County showed that
21 of the 30 individuals had spent three years on average in eastern states.
For Lindahl Township in Williams County, Thorson noted that 17 of the 21
Norwegians studied, over 80 percent, had resided in other states on average of
eleven years before coming to North Dakota. As Thorson concluded,
"Norwegians in North Dakota could not be classed as neophytes to the
American scene. They already had some of the knowledge needed for
achieving prominence."5 In addition, Thorson studied the biographies of 687
Norwegians contained in the early histories of North Dakota published between
1900 and 1930. Forty-six percent of the 687 Norwegian Americans were bom
in Norway. The remainder, with the exception of one born in Canada, were
bom in the United States. Before coming to North Dakota, Thorso.i notes that
about 37 percent lived in Minnesota, 15 percent in Wisconsin, and 11 percent in
Iowa. Therefore, about 63 percent had lived in one of these three states before
coming to North Dakota. Almost all of the others had lived in South Dakota,
Illinois, or Michigan.6
Thorson provides further evidence for the high degree of American
acculturation by studying the education levels of Norwegians in North Dakota.
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His analysis indicates that 246, 36 percent, of the 687 Norwegians studied had
acquired at least some high school or even higher education before coming to
North Dakota. He observes that only a few of the individuals attained their
education in Norway; most acquired their education in the United States.
Thirty-nine percent of the 246 Norwegians had attended high school and the
remaining 61 percent received schooling at the same level (business school) or
beyond. Thorson notes that during the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, a high school education, much less anything beyond, was infrequent
even to those of old-line Yankee stock: it was rare among those of immigrant
background. Thorson concludes that "246 of the 687 prominent Norwegians
came to North Dakota with a substantial advantage over the rank and file
European immigrant-they had a superior level of education. As a
consequence, success for these individuals would come much more readily’7
(see Table 12).
Successful Norwegian Americans in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa likely
served as role models for Norwegians in North Dakota. Norwegians were
especially prominent in the political life of all three states. In Minnesota, Kriute
Nelson served as United States Senator from 1895 to 1923, while Halvor
Steenerson and Andrew Volstead were Congressmen between 1903 and 1923.
James O. Davison, Norwegian and successor to Robert LaFollette, served as
Wisconsin’s Governor (1906-1911). Other prominent Wisconsin Norwegians
included state tax commissioner Nils P. Haugen (1901-1921), Herman Ekern,
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TABLE 12

Level of Education of 246 Norwegians
Before Arriving in North Dakota

High School

96 (39%)

Business - Vocational

43 (17%)

Normal School

6 ( 2%)

Some College

25 (10%)

College Bachelor’s

21 (8.5%)

Seminary

21 (8.5%)

Master’s Degree

2 (0.8%)

Law Degree

16 (6.5%)

Medical Degree

12 (4.8%)

Dental Degree

4 (1.6%)

SOURCE: Plains Folk: North Dakota’s Ethnic History, eds. William C.
Sherman and Playford V. Thorson (Fargo: North Dakota Institute for Regional
Studies, 1986), 203. Reprinted with permission.
NOTE: Each of the 246 had spent at least some time in high school, and each
has been counted only once.
speaker of the Wisconsin legislature (1907-1911) and state insurance
commissioner (1911-1915), and John M. Nelson, congressman (1906-1919). in
Iowa, Norwegian Gilbert Haugen likewise served as a congressman during the
first two decades of the twentieth century.8
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These role models Influenced fellow Norwegians who would later enter
politics in North Dakota. For many of those Norwegians, education was the
key. Thorson points out that none of North Dakota’s first four Norwegian
governors was born in the state and that three of them (Nestos, Sorlie, and
Moses), came as adults with at least a high school education. Thorson also
mentions that the first two Norwegian attorneys general were born in Wisconsin
and Iowa, earned degrees from Luther College in Decorah, Iowa, and law
degrees at the University of Minnesota before coming to North Dakota (Carl J.
Frich and Henry J. Linde). The first Norwegian superintendent of public
instruction, John G. Halland, born in 1863 in Northwood, Iowa, came to North
Dakota in 1889 with bachelor’s and master’s degrees from Luther College and a
degree from Concordia Seminary in St. Louis. Future congressman Martin N.
Johnson, a Norwegian, even served in the Iowa state legislature before his
years of service representing North Dakota. As Thorson concludes, 64 percent
of Norwegian state officeholders in North Dakota between 1889 and 1980
(those born before 1890) came from other states with at least some high school
education.9
What Thorson is trying to emphasize is that North Dakota’s Norwegians
were more accuitured to American ways than were other immigrants.
According to Thorson, American culture and political ideas had tremendous
influence in determining how North Dakota’s Norwegians behaved:
What does the above evidence suggest? Simply that these
Norwegians could compete successfully with the native speakers of
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English for positions of leadership and esteem; they had paid their
dues to the host culture and earned the rewards. Finally, the
amount of schooling they had suggests that the amount of time they
lived in the United States before arriving in North Dakota was also
significant. They knew a good deal about the system before they
arrived in North Dakota-certainly more than the Germans from
Russia who were essentially "off the boat" immigrants. For this
reason, it is scarcely fair to make unfavorable comparisons about
their levels of education or political activism.10
For Norwegians in North Dakota, American conditions-time spent in Minnesota,
Wisconsin, and lowa--had greater influence than did conditions in Norway. This
point is especially important when one considers that 77,415 of the state’s
123,352 ethnic Norwegians had been born and reared in the United States.11
American conditions, not Norwegian ones, influenced the political behavior of
these North Dakota Norwegians.
The issue of delay time, therefore, is clearly an important one. Consulting
additional county histories, the author used the method of collective biography
to expand upon Thorson’s initial study of three townships

In all, Norwegian

townships in twelve counties were studied. The county histories gave
information on delay time as well as place of origin in Norway. For two of the
counties, Ransom and Steele, information was available only for the place of
origin. For the other ten counties, information on delay time was available. For
the most part, the townships studied were those used in the voting analysis.
Biographies of both men and women were studied. One might object to the
inclusion of women in this analysis, since they could not vote during most of the
period in question. This point was considered, but women were still included
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T A B LE 13

Deiay Time for Norwegians to North Dakota

Number of
Norwegians
Studied

Number of
Norwegians
Who
Experienced
Some Deiay
Time

Average
De’ay
Time
in Years

County

Townships

Bottineau

Dalen,
Eidsvold,
Homen,
Scandia

136

Burke

Leaf
Mountain,
Thorsori

37

28 (75.7)

4.7

Divide

Blooming
Prairie,
Blooming
Valley,
Clinton,
Fillmore,
Stone View,
Troy, Twin
Butte

42

22 (52.4)

10.6

Ramsey

Newland,
Norway

33

14 ((42.4)

7.4

Renville

Brandon,
Plain

29

24 (82.8)

9.4

Richland

Sheyenne,
Viking,
Walcott

104

66 (63.5)

7.3

102 (75)

10.1
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Traill

Belmont,
Bloomfield,
Galesburg,
Garfield,
Mayville,
Norway,
Stavanger

Walsh

64

34 (53.0)

5.9

Grafton,
Lampton,
Silvesta,
Tiber

151

96 (63.6)

9.9

Ward

Carpio,
Mayland,
Vang

37

20 (54.1)

18.5

Williams

Big Meadow,
Ellisville,
Strandahl

50

33 (66.0)

11.2

439 (64.3)

9.8

TOTALS

683 (100%)

for three reasons. The first was that excluding women would limit the size of
the sample used in the analysis. The second was that in determining the place
of origin for American-born Norwegians, it was necessary to know from what
area of Norway both parents came. The third reason is that if conditions in
Norway determined how all ethnic Norwegians voted, then it is just as
reasonable to presume that women, as mothers or wives, could influence how
Norwegian men in North Dakota voted.
Among the ten counties, there were 37 townships and 683 individual
Norwegians. There were 439 individuals, 64.3 percent, who experienced an
average delay time of 9.8 years (see Table 13). This larger study confirms
Thorson’s observation that a significant portion of North Dakota’s Norwegians
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had spent time in other states and were well acquainted with American
customs. Thorson’s ideas cast further doubt on Wefafd's assertion that
Norwegians brought political radicalism with them from Norway. Without doubt,
many North Dakota Norwegians acquired their political ideas in America.
Collective biography of North Dakota’s Norwegians also reveals from what
areas they came. The results are summarized in table 14. Most came from
the eastern regions of Norway. The eastern river valleys of Gudbrandsdalen,
Vaidres, and Hallingdal are especially prominent. The eastern county of
Hedmark, which includes Osterdalen and Solor, is also an area of significant
Norwegian emigration to North Dakota as well as the counties of NordTr^ndelag and Sdr-Trdndelag (North and South Trpndelag). In addition, most
of North Dakota's Norwegians spent time in states to the east, especially
Fillmore, Goodhue, Houston, and Freeborn counties in southeast Minnesota,
and Pope and Douglas counties in west-central Minnesota. Prominent counties
in northern Iowa included Mitchell, Worth, and Winnebago. These counties
were the main "beachheads" (a term used by Thorson) for the Norwegian entry
into North Dakota.
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T A B LE 14

Norwegian Emigration to North Dakota
BOTTINEAU COUNTY (Central) Area of Norway
Dalen Township

Eidsvold Township

Homen Township

Scandia Township

Gudbrandsdalen
(Lesja, Ringebu, Fron)
Nord-Trandelag
(Snasa, Steinkjer)
Nord-Trefndelag
(Snasa, Sparbu,
Steinkjer)
Telemark
Hedrnark
(Asness, Solpr,
Elverum, Osterdalen)
Gudbrandsdalen
(Lesja)

American "Beachhead"
Pope Co., MN

Pope Co., MN

Douglas Co., Rice Co.,
Dakota Co., MN
Pope Co., Fillmore Co.,
Douglas, Co., MN

BURKE COUNTY (West)
Leaf Mountain
Township
Thorson Township

Vestlandet
Bergen, Rcgaland
Ostlandet
Hadeland, Hedrnark
Gudbrandsdalen
(Lorn)

Ottertail Co., MN
(Rothsay)
Nelson Co., Ramsey
Co., Benson Co., N.D.

Hedrnark (Alvdal, Tynset) (Petersburg)
DIVIDE COUNTY (West)
Blooming Prairie
Township
Blooming Valley
Township
Clinton Township
Fillmore Township
Troy Township

Nord-Trdndelag
(Steinkjer)
Gudbrandsdalen
Valdres
Gudbrandsdalen
(Ringebu)
Gudbrandsdalen
Valdres
Gudbrandsdalen

Stearns Co., MN
(Belgrade)
Pope Co., MN
Minnesota
Fillmore Co., MN
Minnesota
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D IV ID E C O U N T Y (Cont.)

Twin Butte Township

A rea of N orw ay

A m erican "B eachhead"

Vestlandet
Most came straight to
(Bremn8s),
N.D.
Hordaland, Rogaland
0stlandet
Gudbrandsdalen (Ringebu)
Hedmark (Tynset)

RAMSEY COUNTY (Central)
Newland Township

Viking (Pelican)
Township

Hedmark
0
0sterdalen (Amot,
Trysil, Stange)
Telemark
(Nissedal)
Hallingdal
(Gol, Hoi)

Winnebago Co., IA
(Lake Mills)

SE Minn.

RANSOM COUNTY (East)
Fort Ransom Township
Northland Township
Preston Township

Nord-Trpndelag
(Stiklestad)
Northern Norway
Gudbrandsdalen
Valdres

Fillmore Co., MN
(Preston)

RENVILLE COUNTY (West)
Brandon Township
Plains Township

Bergen, Sogn
Moje og Romsdal
(Alesund, Hellesylt)
Spr-Trdndelag
(Klaebu, Storen)

Minnesota
Minnesota

Spr-Trondelag
(Rennebu)
Gudbrandsdalen
(Otta)
Hallingdal
(Gol)

Menomonie, Wl
SE Minn.
Ottertail Co., MN

RICHLAND COUNTY (East)
Abercrombie Township
Sheyenne Township
Viking Township

Goodhue Co., MN
Blooming Prairie, MN
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R IC H LA N D C O U N TY (C ont.)

Walcott Township

A rea of N orw ay

Haliingdal
(Gol, Hoi)
Gudbrandsdalen
S0 r-Tr0 nd8 lag
(Storen)

A m erican "B e achhead"

Menomie, W!
Houston Co., Fillmore
Co., MN, St. Ansgar,
IA

STEELE COUNTY (East)
Enger Township
Finley Township
Golden Lake Township

Newburg Township
Norman (Sharon)
Township
Primrose Township
Westfield Township

Valdres
(Bagn)
0stervo!d (near Bergen)
Haliingdal
Valdres
Hadeland (Hoff)
Haliingdal (Hoi)
Valdres
Spr-Trondelag (Klaebu)
Troms (Trondenes)
Valdres (Bagn)
Hadeland (Gran)
Haliingdal
Hadeland

Northwood, IA

Northwood, IA

Northwood, IA

TRAILL COUNTY (East)
Belmont Township
Bloomfield Township

Galesburg Township

Garfield Township

Stavanger
o
Haliingdal (Hoi, Al)
Gudbrandsdalen (Dovre)
Telemark
Gudbrandsdalen
(Nordre Fron)
Valdres (Vestre Slidre)
Hedmark
Gudbrandsdalen (Dovre)

Goodhue Co., Fillmore
Co., MN, Mitchell Co.,
IA
Goodhue Co., MN

Goodhue Co., MN
(Red Wing)

Sor-Trpndelag (Stjordalen)
Valdres
Dane Co., Wl,
Freeborn Co., MN
Buskerud (Sigdal)
Olmstead Co., MN,
Ottertail Co., MN,
(Decorah) IA, (Eau
Claire) Wl
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TRAILL. C O U N T Y (East) (C ont.)

Mayviile Township

Norway Township

Stavanger Township

A rea of N orw ay

Gudbrandsdalen, Valdres
Hade land (Gran)
Telemark (Seljord)
Gudbrandsdaien (0yer,
Tretten)
Valdres (Nordre Aurdal,
Etnedalen)
Soljzfr (Hoff, Grue, V&ler)
Stavanger

A m erican "B e a ch h e a d ”

Goodhue Co., MN
Lake Mills, IA
Freeborn Co., MN

Worth Co., Mitchell
Co., IA
(St. Ansgar)

WALSH COUNTY (East)
Grafton Township

Lampton Township
Silvesta Township
Tiber Township

Fillmore Co., MN
0stlandet
SE Minn.
Trondheim, Oslo,
Oppland
Vestlandet
Sogn, Hordaland,
Rogaland, Telemark)
Hallingdal, Valdres
Minnesota
Telemark, Vestagder,
Austadger, Rogaland
Telemark
Dakota Co., MN
Sogn
Fillmore Co., MN
Freeborn Co., MN
Hedmark (Ringsaker)
SE Minn.
Hedmark (Lpiten,
Ringsaker,
Odalen)
Nordland (Nesna, Spr-Rana)

WARD COUNTY (West)
Carpio Township
Hilton Township
May land Township
Tolgen Township

Buskerud, Hallingdal
Nordland
Gudbranddsdalen
Valdres
Hordaland, More og
Romsdal
Hadeland, Hallingdal
Stavanger

Grant Co., MN
(Elbow Lake)
SE Minn.
Lake City, S.D.
Norman Co., MN
Echo, MN
SE Minn.
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W A R D C O U N TY (W est) (C o n t)

Area of Norway

Torning Township

Gudbrandsdalen

Vang Township

Telemark
Stavanger, Trondheim
Sogn, Rogaland
Gudbrandsdalen (Nordre
Fron)

A m erican "B eachhead

Bryant, S.D.,
F:illmore Co., MN

Goodhue Co.,
Cottonwood Co., Rice
Co., MN

WILLIAMS COUNTY (West)
Big Meadow Township

Ellisville Township
Strandahl Township

Buskerud, Valdres, and
Goodhue Co., MN
Gudbrandsdalen
Nord-Trpndelag (Grong) Douglas Co., MN
Sor-Trondelag (Stjprdalen)
Mpre og Romsdai
Stevens Co., MN
Bergen
Gudbrandsdalen
Spr-Trpndelag
Lincoln Co., MN
(Holtdalen, Sings&s,
Alen)
Valdres
Hedmark (Sol0r,
Odalen)

Norwegians and Proqressivism. 1906-1912
Measuring support for progressivism is more difficult than measuring
support for either socialism or the Nonpartisan League. The Socialists and the
NPL were on the ballot as individual parties and it is relatively easy to measure
support for those movements. Progressivism, however, was largely confined to
wings within both the Republican and Democratic parties. In North Dakota,
however, the Republican party was the dominant party, and it generally
reflected the conservatism of political boss Alexander McKenzie. North Dakota
finally obtained the direct primary in 1908 and eventually the progressives within
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the Republican party triumphed over the conservatives. Ideally, the support
among North Dakotans could be determined by studying the Republican
primaries. Such records were not available, however, and so other means
must be used.
One way to test support for piogressivism is to analyze the support given
to Democrat John Burke in the gubernatorial elections of 1906, 1908, and 1910.
As noted in the previous chapter, Burke received the support of prominent
progressive Republicans across the state who wanted to derail the McKonzie
Machine. Burke became the ieader of the North Dakota progressive
movement. Therefore, the support given to Burke is a good measuring stick of
the progressive principles of North Dakota's predominantly Republican voters.
This section also looks at the 1912 general election and measures the
support given to the three Progressive party candidates for President,
Governor, and Commissioner of Agriculture and Labor. In addition, the study
will analyze support for the Democratic candidates for President and Governor,
Woodrow Wilson and Frank Hellstrom. The second test examines the
willingness of North Dakotans to reject conservative Republican candidates in
favor of progressive Democrats. These two methods make it possible to
determine how progressive North Dakota’s Norwegians and non-Norwegians
were. It is a measure of principle over party.
An analysis of support for progressive non-Republicans provides a
measure of "progressiveness" for both Norwegians and non-Norwegians. In
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this study, Norwegian townships are those with at least 60 percent ethnic
Norwegians. Low-Norwegian townships are those with less than 30 percent
ethnic Norwegians. The moderate Norwegian townships are those where the
percentage is between 30 and 60 percent. Norwegian is defined as someone
who, according to the 1910 Federal Census, was born in Norway, whose
parents were both bom in Norway, or whose mother tongue was listed as
Norwegian. It should be noted that voting records were not always available for
all counties in all years. This is especially true of the western counties, many of
which did not become incorporated counties until late in the period.
In the 1906 election, Democrat John Burke defeated Republican Ellmore
Y. Sarles by a vote of 34,424 to 29,309--a difference of 5,115.12 Voting records
were available for the counties of Bottineau, Ramsey, Sargent, Steele, and
Traill. The Norwegian townships, on average, gave 69.9 percent support to
Burke, while the moderate-Norwegian townships gave 32.7 percent and the lowNorwegian townships gave 51.9 percent.13
In the 1908 election, John Burke defeated Republican C. A. Johnson by
a vote of 49,398 to 46,849, 51.1 percent to 48.4 percent.14 Voting records were
available for the counties of Adams, Bottineau, Ramsey, Richland Sargent,
Steele, Traill, Walsh, and Ward. The Norwegian townships on average gave
38.6 percent support to Burke, while the moderate-Norwegian townships gave
42.7 percent and the low-Norwegian townships gave 59.0 percent support.16
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John Burke once again defeated Johnson for Governor in the 1910
election. The Democrat received 47,005 votes, 49.9 percent, to Johnson’s
44,555, 47.4 percent.16 Voting records were available for the counties of
Adams, Bottineau, Ramsey, Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and
Walsh. The Norwegian townships (over 60 percent Norwegian) on average
gave 33.1 percent support to Burke, while the moderate-Norwegian (30-60
percent Norwegian) townships gave 36.2 percent to Burke and the lowNorwegian (less than 30 percent Norwegian) townships voted 49.22 percent for
Burke.17 The diminishing support given by Norwegians to Burke was likely a
product of two considerations. First, McKenzie's power had been broken, so
the need for reform was not as urgent as in earlier years. Second, Norwegians
likely wanted to become respectable voters again, hence their return to the
Republican fold.
In the 1912 election, Democrat Woodrow Wilson received 29,550 votes
for president compared to 23,049 tor Republican William Taft and 25,722 for
Progressive Theodore Roosevelt, in the governor’s race, Republican L. B.
Hanna received 39,811 votes, while Democrat Frank Hellstrom garnered 31,544
and Progressive W. D. Sweet received 6,835.18 In the presidential race, the
two progressive candidates, Wilson and Roosevelt, won a combined total of
55,272 vote or 63.9 percent. In terms of the combined support given to the
Progressive Party candidates and progressive Democrats Wilson and Hellstrom,
the Norwegian townships on average gave 53.9 percent support. Among the
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moderate-Norwegian townships, the level of support was 40.6 percent and for
the low-Norwegian townships, it was 50.7 percent.19 For the entire state, the
average combined support for the Progressives plus Wilson and Hellstrom was
55.3 percent.20
The percentage of Norwegians in a township, therefore, does not serve
as a predictor of support for progressivism in 1912. What is interesting,
however, is that ethnic homogeneity-townships with a high percentage of either
Norwegians or non-Norwegians-did seem to indicate a preference for
progressivism. In other words, mixed ethnic enclaves (both Norwegians and
non-Norwegians) did not foster the necessary impetus to vote for change
(progressivism). This phenomenon suggests that the presence of a leading
homogeneous group, either Norwegian or non-Norwegian, may be necessary to
the support of progressivism. (This hypothesis might serve as the basis for
another study.)
Within North Dakota, there were geographic variations in the 1912
election. In the western counties of Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, and
Williams, for example, the Norwegian townships (over 60 percent Norwegian)
gave 39.6 percent combined progressive support, while the moderateNorwegian townships (30-60 percent Norwegian) voted 33.9 percent, and the
low-Norwegian townships (less than 30 percent Norwegian) voted 38.5 percent.
In the central counties of Bottineau and Ramsey, the Norwegian townships
gave 59.6 percent; the moderate-Norwegian townships 46.1 percent; and the
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Icw-Norwegian townships 56.2 percent. !n the eastern counties of Barnes,
Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh, the Norwegian townships
averaged 57.1 percent; the moderate-Norwegian townships gave 42.6 percent;
and the low-Norwegian townships voted 54.1 percent.21 The lower percentages
for the western counties can be accounted for in part by the greater support
given to the socialists. In addition, however, Charles Glaab's observation that
western North Dakotans (including Norwegians) did not support progressivism
also appears valid.22
During the Burke years, the behavior of the Norwegian townships varied.
In 1906, they gave much greater support (69.9 percent) than either the
moderate-Norwegian townships (32.7 percent) or the low-Norwegian townships
(51.9 percent). During the 1908 and 1910 campaigns, however, the exact
opposite held true and the low-Norwegian townships gave much greater support
to Burke (59.9 arid 49.2 percent) than did the Norwegian townships (38.6 and
33.1 percent). Even the moderate-Norwegian townships gave slightly higher
support to Burke during these years.23 Norwegian support for progressivism
had its limits; they preferred progressivism wrapped in a Republican package.
In the 1912 campaign, the Norwegians appear slightly more progressive
than non-Norwegians, although the difference is not great. Compared to the
state as a whole in 1912, the Norwegians tended to vote much like other North
Dakotans. This suggests that the Norwegians may have supported the
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TABLE 15
SuDDort for Proaressivism bv Percentaae, 1906-1912
COUNTY

1906

1908

1910

1912

33.6
34.1

31.3
45.0

38.7
45.1

Adams

Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—
—

Barnes

Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

- -

—

—

—

—

- -

*

52.3
59.1
34.9

31.3
54.1

59.3
59.4

—

—

Bottineau

Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

65.1
43.0

43.2
57.3

Burke

Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

- -

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

25.3
33.6

Divide

Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

38.6
34.0
45.3

Ramsey

Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

74.1
31.3
69.4

39.3
14.3
71.6

38.0
23.8
62.5

60.1
46.1
53.0

39.3
36.9

30.6
21.4

59.8
47.0

Ransom

Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—
—

Renville

Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

- -

—

—

—

—

—

- -

—

—

54.9
28.5
53.1
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COUNTY

1906

1908

1910

1912

Richland
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

-—
—

28.3
52.9
63.7

31.1
48.8
59.3

49.8
54.5
65.5

Sargent
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

47.4
34.1
43.4

44.8
50.8
43.8

44.8
53.3
40.1

53.5
45.2
43.2

Steele
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

74.4
58.4

35.3
47.0

29.4
53.9

59.2
59.0

Traill
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

73.0
45.4

47.1
79.9

36.8
57.9

61.6
67.5

30.1
83.9

53.4
81.3

Walsh
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—
—

30.2
85.5

Ward
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—
—
—

45.4

Williams
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

-—
—

Totals
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegiari

69.9
32.7
51.9

—

53.0

—
—
—

38.6
42.7
59.9

—
—

—

—

—

-—
--

45.4
25.1
21.0

33.1
40.6
49.2

53.9
40.6
50.7

progressives for reasons other than ethnicity. In any case, Norwegians were
not the only North Dakotans who supported progressivism.

211

As can be seen from Table 15, ethnicity is not a reliable predictor of support
for progressivism. If Wefaid’s thesis were correct, then the Norwegian
townships should exhibit a higher percentage of support for progressivism than
the moderate-Norwegian townships, which in turn should have higher
percentages than the low-Norwegian townships. Clearly, this is not always the
case. The converse, or opposite, of Wefaid’s thesis, however, that Norwegians
were less progressive or more conservative than non-Norwegians is not a valid
conclusion either. If it were, the low-Norwegian townships would have the
highest percentage, followed in order by the moderate-Norwegian townships
and then by the Norwegian townships. Instead, the results are mixed and
display no clear-cut pattern. Therefore, one of the main conclusions of this
thesis is that Norwegians in North Dakota were neither uniformly left of center,
nor were they more conservative than non-Norwegian North Dakotans. Like
their fellow North Dakotans, Norwegians tended to be moderately conservative.
Norwegians and Socialism. 1904-1914
The North Dakota Socialist Party ran candidates statewide from 1904 to
1916. The party’s high water mark came in 1912 when presidential candidate
Eugene V. Debs received about eight percent of the vote. This section of the
study will analyze the support given to the Socialist Party by Norwegians in the
general elections from 1904 to 1914. (The year 1916 is not a good year to
measure support for the socialists because of the appearance of the NPL.)
Again, there are three categories of townships, Norwegian, low-Norwegian, and
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moderate-Norwegian. The Norwegian townships are those with an ethnic
composition that was at least 60 percent Norwegian. The low-Norwegian
townships were those with less than 30 percent Norwegian composition. The
moderate-Norwegian townships are those with an ethic Norwegian composition
of between 30 and 60 percent. Norwegian was again defined as someone who
was either born in Norway, whose parents were born in Norway, or whose
mother tongue was listed as Norwegian on the 1910 U.S. Federal Census. In
addition, regression analysis will be performed on the 1912 general election to
determine the level of causality between Norwegian ethnicity and support for
the socialists. Regression analysis will also be used to test whether there is an
inverse (negative) relationship between average land value per acre and
support for socialism.
Regression analysis is a statistical method used to measure the relationship
between an independent variable and one or more dependent variables. The
symbol r, which is known as the Pearson coefficient of correlation, represents
the measurement or degree of correlation between variables. The value of r
can range from -1 to +1. When there is perfect positive correlation, r will have
a value of +1. Perfect positive correlation means that any increase in the value
of the independent variable will produce an equal (relative) change in the value
of the dependent variable. For example, a 50 percent increase in the value of
independent variable X will produce a 50 percent increase in the value or
dependent variable Y. Conversely, if there is perfect negative correlation, then
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a 50 percent increase in X will produce a 50 percent decrease in the value of
Y. If there is absolutely no correlation between the two variables, then r would
be 0. Statisticians, however, usually want to know flow much variance the
correlation "explains," and this can be ascertained by simply squaring the
coefficient (r). In regression analysis, r2 is a statistical measure of association.
Thus, if r = .9, then r2 = .81, meaning that change in the independent variable
accounts for 81 percent of the concomitant change in the dependent variable.
In this chapter, regression analysis will be used to measure the relationship
between Norwegian ethnicity and support for socialism and then for the
Nonpartisan League. The relationship between Norwegian ethnicity
(independent variable, or "cause") and support for socialism (dependent
variable, or "effect") will be measured by a regression analysis of the 1912
genera! election. The relationship between Norwegian ethnicity (independent
variable) and support for the NPL (dependent variable) will be measured by a
regression analysis for both the 1918 and 1920 general elections, if historian
»Jon Wefald’s observation--that Norwegians were in the vanguard of the protest
movement in North Dakota--is correct, then r should have a relatively high value
of say at least .6 or .7. But if Wefald is incorrect, then r will be low. In addition,
there will be three additional regressions performed on the same elections in
which average land value per acre will be substituted for the Norwegian
variable. This will measure whether there is a relationship between economic
conditions and support for both socialism and the NPL. If this hypothesis is
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valid, then there should be a high degree of correlation between poor land
values and support for radical political parties.
In the 1904 election, voting records were available for the counties of
Rarnsey, Richiand, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh. The Norwegian
townships on average gave 2.3 percent support to the socialists, while the
moderate-Norwegian townships averaged 1.9 percent and the low-Norwegian
townships 1.7 percent.24
For the 1906 election, voting records were available for the counties of
Bottineau, Ramsey, Sargent, Steele, and Traill. The Norwegian townships on
average voted 1.4 percent socialist, while the moderate-Norwegian townships
gave 0.0 percent to the socialists and the low-Norwegian townships gave 0.3
percent.25
In the 1908 election, voting records were available for the counties of
Adams, Bottineau, Ramsey, Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, Walsh,
and Ward. The Norwegian townships (over 60 percent Norwegian) gave 1.0
percent support to the socialists, while the moderate-Norwegian townships (3060 percent Norwegian) voted 0.1 percent and the low-Norwegian townships
(less than 30 percent Noiwegian) voted 0.7 percent socialist.26
For the 1910 election, the counties of Adams, Bottineau, Ramsey, Ransom,
Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh were available. The Norwegian
townships voted 1.9 percent socialist; the moderate-Norwegian townships voted
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1.6 percent socialist; and the low-Norwegian townships voted 1.9 percent
socialist.27
In the 1912 election, voting records were available for the counties of
Adams, Barnes, Bottineau, Burke, Divide, Ramsey. Ransom, Renville, Richland,
Sargent, Steele, Traill, Walsh, and Williams. On average, the Norwegian
townships voted 9.4 percent socialist. The moderate-Norwegian townships,
meanwhile, voted 21.0 percent socialist, while the low-Norwegian townships
voted 14.6 percent socialist.23 Once again, the "extreme" townships, those with
either a high percentage of Norwegians or non-Norwegians, behave differently
than the moderate townships. Combined with the results of the 1912
progressive vote, these results suggest that the Noavegian and low-Norwegian
townships were likely to vote for the progressives, while the moderateNorwegian townships were likely to vote for the socialists. What is important,
however, is that the level of Norwegian ethnicity is not a reliable predictor of
progressive or socialist support.
For the 1914 election, voting records were available for the counties of
Adams, Bottineau, Burke, Divide, Ramsey, Ransom, Renville, Richland,
Sargent, Steele, Traill, Walsh, and Williams. The Norwegian townships (over
60 percent Norwegian) averaged 8.1 percent support for the socialists, while
the moderate-Norwegian townships (30-60 percent Norwegian) voted 15.7
percent socialist, and the low-Norwegian townships (less than 30 percent
Norwegian) voted 11.9 percent socialist.29
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These election returns demonstrate that support for socialism among both
Norwegians and non-Norwegians was slight. Even in the "good" socialist years
of 1912 and i 91 <4, the Norwegian townships averaged less than ten percent,
hardly indicative of widespread left-wing political behavior. Rather, the
Norwegians, like other North Dakotans, did not find socialism attractive.
Election returns for 1912 and 1914 also provide insight into the geographic
distribution of the socialist vote. In 1912, among the western counties of
Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, and Williams, the Norwegian townships gave
the socialists an average vote of 24.9 percent. In those same counties, the
moderate-Norwegian townships voted 28.2 percent socialist, while the lowNorwegian townships voted 26.5 percent socialist-not a very significant
difference. In the central counties of Bottineau and Ramsey, the Norwegian
townships gave 5.8 percent to the socialists, while the moderate-Norwegian
townships voted 0.6 percent and the low-Norwegian townships voted 7.1
percent. For the eastern counties of Barnes, Ransom, Richland, Sargent,
Steele, Traill, and Walsh, the Norwegian townships gave 5.4 percent support to
the socialists. The moderate-Norwegian townships voted 2.9 percent socialist
and the low-Norwegian townships averaged 4.7 percent.30
!n the 1914 election, the western counties included Adams, Burke, Divide,
Renville, and Williams. In those western counties, the Norwegian townships
(over 60 percent Norwegian) averaged 22.0 percent socialist, while the same
percentages for the moderate-Norwegian townships (30-60 percent Norwegian)
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and low-Norwegian townships (less than 30 percent Norwegian) were 20,2 and
22.7, respectively. Again, these are not significant differences. In the central
counties of Bottineau and Ramsey, the Norwegian townships gave 4.9 percent
to the socialists, while the moderate-Norwegian townships gave 0.0 percent and
the low-Norwegian townships gave 2.6 percent. In the eastern counties of
Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh, the Norwegian townships
voted 4.2 percent socialist, while the moderate-Norwegian townships voted 1.2
percent and the low-Norwegian townships voted 1.2 percent.33
What these results suggest is that both Norwegians and non-Norwegians
were more likely to support the socialists if the voters resided in western North
Dakota. Because of the difficult farming conditions encountered in the western
counties, it is reasonable to presume that the appeal of socialism was economic
rather than ethnic. Like other North Dakotans, Norwegians voted the way they
did because of pocketbook concerns and not because of some innate radical
views brought from Norway.
One final way to test Wefald’s claim of a link between Norwegian ethnicity
and socialism is to use regression analysis to measure the degree of
association between an independent variable (ethnicity) and one or more
dependent variables (support for socialism).32 Because the Wefald thesis states
that there is a relationship between Norwegian ethnicity and support for
socialism, regression analysis will be used to test his hypothesis, in this case,
the independent variable is the percentage of ethnic Norwegians residing in the
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townsiiip and the dependent variable is the percentage of socialist votes.
Because land values were not available at the township level, the average
value for the county was used for the townships within that county.33 However,
because land values would be unlikely to vary much within a county, such an
analysis should give a suggestive measure of the link between economic
conditions and support for socialism.
For the 1912 regression, there were 110 cases (townships) tested.
Pearson’s r = -.1237; thus i2 = .015. In other words, Norwegian ethnicity
accounted for only 1.5 percent of the change in the socialist vote and, since
Pearson's r was -.1237, the quite insignificant correlation is negative. However,
when the regression was performed for the relationship between average land
value per acre and the socialist vote in 1912, r = -.54, meaning r2 = .29.
Ethnicity had no explanatory power, but land value per acre is associated with
29 percent of the socialist vote. This is significant. This relationship is also an

inverse one: the poorer counties gave greater support to the socialists. The
regression analysis for the 1912 election confirms that Norwegian ethnicity does
not account for socialist support, but that economic conditions were far more
significant in predicting socialist voting support.
This analysis of voting records demonstrates that Norwegians gave scant
support to socialism. When confronted by tough economic conditions,
Norwegians, like other North Dakotans, were more willing to vote for socialism.
Neither Norwegians nor non-Norwegians, however, gave
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TABLE 16
Regression Analysis of the 1912 Election
Independent Variable

1912 Socialist Support
(Dependent Variable)

Norwegian Ethnicity

r = -.1237
r2 = .0153

Average Land Value Per Acre

r = -.5392
r*= .2908

I..........
overwhelming support to socialism. Norwegians were not politically radical or
left wing during the socialist years.
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TABLE 17
Support for Socialism bv Percentage, 1904-1914
COUNTY
Adams
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegiari
Barnes
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

1904

1906

1908

1910

1912

1914

1.8
1.3

20.5
3.1

19.1
4.1

—

—

—

—

—

0.2
0.2

—

—

—

—

—

—

- -

—

—

—

5.5
0.0
10.5
7.8
12.4

8.8
3.9

52.0
46.8

35.4
48.0

7.9
17.0
10.6

10.6
12,7
11.4

—
~

Bottineau
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—

—

1.9
1.4

0.2
2.3

5.0
6.2

Burke
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

1.7
0.0
0.0

2.3
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.1

0.8
0.0
0.0

3.8
0.6
1.8

1.0
0.0
1.3

~

—

—

--

0.1
0.0

2.4
1.5

2.1
0.8

2.7
1.9

—
"
—

--

27.0
55.4
26.4

6.6

Divide
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Ramsey
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Ransom
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Renville
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

--

---

—

—

—

—

--

31.7
15.8
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COUNTY

1904

1908

1910

1912

1914

Richland
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

1.3
0.7
3.4

0.0
0.1
0.1

1.0
2.3
0.2

0.8
2.0
0.0

0.2
1.8
1.2

Sargent
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

2.5
6.2
3.0

0.2
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

1.4
0.0
4.0

2.2
7.4
10.2

3.0
0.0
2.2

Steele
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

2.4
3.1

1.3
0.0

0.7
0.0

2.1
0.0

15.4
0.2

10.5
0.3

Traill
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

3.7
0.8

1.1
0.0

3.1
0.0

1.2
2.2

2.7
2.2

2.5
0.3

Walsh
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

1.9
0.8

—

0.3
2.7

2.0
0.6

3.2
2.5

3.0
1.1

--

3.5

—

--

—

--

1.1

—

—

—

—

28.9
40.9
24.9

33.4
23.3
17.6

1.9
1.6
1.9

9.4
21.0
14.6

8.1
15.7
11.9

Ward
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Williams
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Totals
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

--

1906

...

—

—

—

—

—

--

—

—

—

2.3
1.9
1.7

1.4
0.0
0.3

1.0
0.1
0.7

-
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Norwegians and the Nonpartisan League, 1916-1920
This section will analyze three categories of townships, Norwegian, lowNorwegian, and moderate-Norwegian during the NPL years. Once again, the
Norwegian townships are those with an ethnic composition that was at least 60
percent Norwegian. The low-Norwegian townships were those with less than
30 percent Norwegian. The moderate-Norwegian townships are those with an
ethnic Norwegian composition between 30 and 60 percent.34 In addition,
regression analyses will be performed on both the 1918 and 1920 general
elections to determine the level of association between Norwegian ethRidty and
support for the Nonpartisan League, and to test whether there is an inverse
relationship between average land values per acre and support for the NPL.
For the entire state of North Dakota, the Nonpartisan League averaged
73.7 percent of the vote in 1916. Combined with the vote given to the
socialists, this meant that North Dakotans gave 76.4 percent of their support to
left-wing candidates in that year.35 Of the townships used in the 1916 analysis,
the Norwegian townships averaged 79.4 percent Norwegian, the moderateNorwegian township averaged 45.0 percent Norwegian, and the low-Norwegian
townships averaged 16.0 percent Norwegian. The Norwegian townships gave
84.5 percent combined support to the NPL/Socialists, while the moderateNorwegian townships averaged 84.4 percent and the low-Norwegian townships
averaged 76.5 percent, which is not much different. (Of this combined
NPL/Sociaiist vote, 94.9 percent was cast for the NPL.)36
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Regional differences among the townships in the 1916 election did not
exist. In the western counties of Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, Ward, and
Williams, the Norwegian townships (over 60 percent Norwegian) had a left-wing
vote of 85.0 percent. For these same counties, the moderate-Norwegian
townships (30-60 percent Norwegian) gave the NPL and Socialists 86.2
percent, while the !ow-Norwegian townships (less than 30 percent Norwegian)
voted 77.1 percent. In the central county of Ramsey, the Norwegian townships
averaged 82.6, the moderate-Norwegian townships 88.2, and the lowNorwegian townships 65.5. The eastern counties included Ransom, Richland,
Sargent, Steele, and Traill. Among these counties, the average left-wing
support of the Norwegian townships was 84.5 percent. For the moderateNorwegian and low-Norwegian townships, the corresponding numbers were
74.3 and 78.1,37
Although the 1916 election shows that the Norwegians were ardent
supporters of the Nonpartisan League, it also points out that non-Norwegians
gave strong support to the League as well. For example, if all the Norwegians
who resided in the low-Norwegian townships voted for the NPL or Socialists, it
would still mean that 72.0 percent of the non-Norwegians voted leftist in 1916.
If, in that same year, 90 percent of the Norwegians in the low-Norwegian
townships voted leftist, then 73.9 percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the
NPL or Socialists. If all the Norwegians in the moderate-Norwegian townships
voted leftist, it would mean that 71.6 percent of the non-Non.vegians supported
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the leftists. If 90 percent of the Norwegians in the moderate-Norwegian
townships voted NPL or Socialist, then the percentage of non-Norwegians who
voted leftist in 1916 rises to 79.8 percent.38 Thus, in 1916, Norwegians do
appear to have voted as radically as some have suggested, but nonNorwegians also gave overwhelming support to the NPL.
In 1918, voter support for the Nonpartisan League candidates for state
offices averaged 66.8 percent.39 In that year, the Norwegian townships (over
60 percent Norwegian) gave 79.0 percent support to the NPL, while the
moderate-Norwegian (30-60 percent Norwegian) voted 85.7 percent and the
low-Norwegian townships (less than 30 percent Norwegian) voted 71.6
percent.40 Of the townships used, the Norwegian townships had an average
ethnic composition that was 78.0 percent Norwegian. For the moderateNorwegian townships, the average composition was 46.5 percent Norwegian,
while for the low-Norwegian townships, the average was 14.5 percent.41
Regional differences in support for the NPL in 1918 appear slight. In the
western counties, including Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, and Ward, the
Norwegian townships cast an average vote for state offices for the NPL of 85.0
percent. The western moderate-Norwegian townships voted 88.2 percent NPL
and the low-Norwegian townships voted 76.8 percent. The central counties
included Bottineau and Ramsey, where the Norwegian townships voted 78.5
percent for the NPL, the moderate-Norwegian townships voted 79.6 percent,
and the low-Norwegian townships voted 54.4 percent. The eastern counties
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included Barnes, Ransom, Richiand, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh. The
Norwegian townships in the east voted 77.0 percent for the NPL, while the
moderate-Norwegian townships average 79.1 percent for the NPL and the iowNorwegian townships averaged 72.1 percent for the NPL.42 Hence, there is a
slight decline in support for radicalism as one moves east.
An analysis of the 1918 election reveals that non-Norwegians as well as
Norwegians gave strong support to the Nonpartisan League. For example, if all
Norwegians in the low-Norwegian townships voted for the NPL, then 66.8
percent of non-Norwegians voted for the NPL. If 90 percent of the Norwegians
in the low-Norwegian townships voted for the NPL, then 68.4 percent of nonNorwegians cast vote? for the NPL. The moderate-Norwegian townships reveal
a similar pattern. If all the Norwegians in those townships voted for the NPL, it
would mean that 73.3 percent of the non-Norwegians favored the NPL. If 90
percent of the Norwegians within the moderate-Norwegian townships supported
the NPL, then 81.9 percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the League.43 In
the 1918 general election, both Norwegians and non-Norwegians strongly
supported the Nonpartisan League. Once again, the Norwegians do not appear
to have voted differently from other North Dakotans.
Of course, in predominantly Republican North Dakota, it can be argued
that the genera! election is not the best indicator of support for the Nonpartisan
League. Instead, the Republican primary provides a better picture of how North
Dakotans supported the NPL. For this purpose, official voting records for the
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1918 Republican primary were used. Official voting records were available for
the counties of Adams, Bottineau, Burke, Ramsey, Ransom, Sargent, Steele,
and Ward. In addition, unofficial returns for the governor’s race in Trail! county
were also used.
Of the townships used in the 1918 Republican primary for state offices,
the Norwegian townships (over 60 percent Norwegian) averaged 80.2 percent
Norwegian, the moderate-Norwegian townships (30-60 percent Norwegian)
averaged 47.7 percent Norwegian, and the low-Norwegian townships (less than
30 percent Norwegian) averaged 19.0 percent Norwegian. The Norwegian
townships voted 73.8 percent for the NPL, while the moderate-Norwegian
townships voted 75.2 percent and the low-Norwegian townships voted 71.0
percent.44 For the entire state, the NPL candidates averaged 60.6 percent.45
The 1918 Republican primary also reveals that both Norwegians and nonNorwegians strongly supported the League. For example, if all the Norwegians
in the low-Norwegian townships voted for the NPL, then 64.2 percent of the
non-Norwegians voted for the League. If 90 percent of the Norwegians in those
townships voted NPL, then 66.5 percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the
League. If all the Norwegians in the moderate-Norwegian townships voted for
the NPL, then 52.6 percent of the non-Norwegians cast votes for the League. If
90 percent of the Norwegians in the moderate-Norwegian townships voted for
the NPL, then 61.8 percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the League.46
Clearly, both Norwegians and non-Norwegians gave strong support to the
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League in the 1916 Republican primary. Furthermore, the Norwegians voted
much like other North Dakotans when it came to the Nonpartisan League.
The defeat of the NPL, however, was not accomplished solely within the
Republican party. As Richard W. Whaley notes in his study of the anti-NPL
opposition, the eventual defeat of the League required an alliance between
conservative Republicans (including some progressives) and Democrats, the
tactic used by the Independent Voters Association.47 It was this alliance that
began to challenge the NPL in the 1920 general election. That year, three IVA
candidates-Secretary of State, State Treasurer, and Superintendent of Public
Instmetion-defeated their NPL counterparts.46
The NPL, however, still won a majority of the statewide offices, although
its average margin dropped to just 52.0 percent.49 Of the townships used for
the 1920 general election, the Norwegian townships (over 60 percent
Norwegian) averaged 79.1 percent Norwegian in terms of ethnic composition.
For the moderate-Norwegian townships (30-60 percent Norwegian), the
percentage was 48.0 percent and the low-Norwegian townships (less than 30
percent Norwegian) averaged 14.3 percent Norwegian. Support given to the
NPL was 68.6 percent in the Norwegian townships, while the moderateNorwegian townships voted 76.1 percent fortho League and the low-Norwegian
townships voted 63.4 percent for the League.50
The 1920 general election does point out some regional differences in
support for the NPL. The western counties that were analyzed included
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Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, Ward, and Williams. In these counties, the
Norwegian townships on average voted 83.6 percent for the NFL. The
moderate-Norwegian townships, meanwhile, voted 74.6 percent for the League,
while the iow*Norwegian townships averaged 64.7 percent. In the central
counties of Bottineau and Burke, the Norwegian townships averaged 68.9
percent NPL; the moderate-Norwegian townships averaged 59.1 and the lowNorwegian townships gave the NPL 45.5 percent. The eastern counties used
were Barnes, Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, and Walsh. In the
east, the Norwegian townships averaged 62.0 percent NPL; the moderateNorwegian townships voted 83.7 percent NPL; and the low-Norwegian
townships gave 63.6 percent to the NPL. Norwegians in western North Dakota
remained much stronger supporters of the NPL than did Norwegians in eastern
North Dakota,51 Once again, the difficult farming conditions in western North
Dakota likely had more influence on voting behavior than ethnicity.
During the 1920 general election, Norwegians tended to vote much like
other North Dakotans. If, in the 1920 election, all Norwegians in the Norwegian
townships voted for the NPL, then the non-Norwegians in those townships gave
57.3 percent support to the NPL. If, for those townships, 90 percent of the
Norwegians voted NPL, then 58.9 percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the
League. Were the support among Norwegians to drop to 80 percent, then 60.7
percent of the non-Norwegians voted for the League. If all the Norwegians in
the moderate-Norwegian townships voted NPL, then 54.0 percent of the non-

229

Norwegians voted for the NPL. If 90 percent of the Norwegians supported the
League, then 63.3 percent of the non-Norwegians in those townships voted for
the NPL. And if 80 percent of the Norwegians in the moderate-Norwegian
townships voted for the League, then 72.5 percent of the non-Norwegians voted
for the NPL.52 In 1920, support for the NPL declined among all North
Dakotans. Although Norwegians continued to be steadfastly loyal to the
League, their voting behavior was not radically different from non-Norwegians.
Large majorities of non-Norwegians continued to vote for the NPL without the
benefit of being ethnically Norwegian.
To further test whether there was any causality between Norwegian
ethnicity and support for the NPL, regression analysis was used in both the
general elections of 1918 and 1920. The bivariate regression analysis for 1918
calculated Pearson's r to be only .1326. In other words, Norwegian ethnicity
accounted for about 1.8 percent of the change in the vote for the NPL, since r2
* .018, revealing a very slight proportional relationship. The bivariate
regression analysis for 1920 calculated r2 to be .002. In 1920, Norwegian
ethnicity accounted for only about 0.2 percent of the change in support for the
NPL--actually a total non-factor.
To test whether there was any regional variation among NPL supporters,
a second regression, measuring the relationship between average land value
per acre and support for the NPL was performed. Because average land
values were not available at the township level, the average county values
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Regression Analysis of 1918 and 1920 Elections
Independent Variable

1918 - NPL

1920 - NPL

Norwegian Ethnicity

r = .1326
r2 = .0176

r = .0488
i2 - .0024

Average Land Value
Per Acre

r ~ -.2103
r2 s .0442

r = -.2943
r2 = .0866

were used again. The regression analysis for 1918 calculated r2 to be .044.
The average land value per acre predicts only 4.4 percent of the change in
support for the League in 1918. Pearson’s r was -.2103, indicating a slightly
higher level of support for the NPL in the poorer western counties, but it was
riot nearly enough to be statistically significant. The regression analysis of
1920, meanwhile, calculated r2 to be .087, or that average land values per acre
accounted for about 8.7 percent of the change in the NPL vote. Once again,
Pearson's coefficient was negative, indicating some slightly higher support for
the NPL in the poorer western counties, but not enough to be statistically
significant. The regression analyses confirm, therefore, that Norwegian
ethnicity does not account for the support given to the Nonpartisan League. In
plain English, the Norwegians voted much like everyone else in North Dakota,
and they were not in the vanguard of the protest movement.
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The regression analysis perfoimed on the relationship between average
land values and support given to the NPL demonstrates that, among North
Dakota farmers, there was widespread support for the League. Agriculture was
a difficult endeavor throughout North Dakota and the Nonpartisan League drew
votes from farmers across the state, regardless of ethnic background.
As the voting analysis of North Dakota’s socialist and Nonpartisan League
years has demonstrated, ethnicity is not a reliable predictor of support for leftwing politics. Wefald’s assertion of uniform leftist political behavior among
Norwegians is not valid for North Dakota. Election results show that North
Dakota’s Norwegians voted much like other North Dakotans during the radical
years, 1904-1920 (see Tables 4.6 and 4.8). In other words, North Dakota’s
Norwegians were neither in the vanguard of leftist political movements nor were
they more conservative than non-Norwegian North Dakotans. Norwegian
farmers supported the NPL because they were farmers, not because of their
ethnicity.
The opposition to the NPL ultimately succeeded because it was able to
muster a strong anti-League urban vote and to cut into the huge majority that
the NPL received from farmers. In 1920, for example, NPL Governor Lynn
Frazier was reelected by a margin of 51 to 49 percent. Frazier, however, lost
badly in the North Dakota counties with large urban populations, such as Cass,
Grand Forks, Ramsey, Richland, Stutsman, and Walsh, in which he averaged
only 40.4 percent. He even lost in such traditional strongholds as Ward and
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Burleigh counties, due to the strength of the anti-League vote in the cities of
Minot and Bismarck.52 Moreover, 1920 was the first year in North Dakota in
which women could vote, and the higher voter turnout, combined with the lower
NPL vote, suggests that many North Dakota women voted against the League.
The idea that women contributed significantly to the NPL’s defeat is a main
theme in Eagle Glassheim’s study on women and the NPL.53 During the
progressive era, North Dakota’s cities were the strongholds of the movement.
But iR the NPL years, the opposite was true and North Dakota’s cities became
bastions of the anti-League movement.
Another aspect of the NPL years in North Dakota must not be overlooked.
In Plains Folk. Tnorson emphasizes that the name Nonpartisan League, unlike
the term socialist, was totally nondescriptive. The NPL’s platform allowed
Norwegians to vote for some reforms and still be Republicans, the epitome of
respectability.55 In traditionally Republican North Dakota, much of the NPL’s
success must be credited to the fact that it ran its candidates in the Republican
column. A notable exception was in 1916 when the League's candidate for
state treasurer, Democrat P. M. Casey, was the only League candidate to
lose.56 Moreover, Casey was the only League candidate in 1916 who did not
win a majority of votes among the Norwegian townships.57
Opponents of the League, however, did take advantage of one Norwegian
trait. The IVA courted Norwegian voters, appealing to their traditional distrust of
government personnel. Attacks against the political bossism of A. C. Townley
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no doubt invited comparisons to the political bossism of Alexander McKenzie in
1906. Ironically, the anti-League opposition enjoyed greater success than the
NPL in appealing to traditional Norwegian traits. In the long run, traditional
Norwegian traits, such as distrust of government officials or a desire for honesty
in government, had a greater influence on how Norwegians in North Dakota
voted than did any leftist political tradition imported from Norway.
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Support for the Nonpartisan League bv Percentage. 1916-1920
COUNTY

1916

1918-Primary

1918

1920

Adams
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

86.6
80.4

7S.6
61.7

85.1
73.0

74.3
54.8

82.5
92.5
87.7

72.8
93.0
77.5

78.9
81.0

84.6
75.4

75.3
67.0

64.0
85.3

73.6
92.2

69.4
89.0

86.1
91.9
46.7

82.3
74.0
56.9

Barnes
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Bottineau
Norwegian
' ow-Noavegian

--

--

—

—

—

—

—
—

Burke
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

73.9
70.3

Divide
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

73.9
82.4
67.0

Ramsey
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

82.0
88.2
65.3

61.8
57.2
38.7

72.5
79.6
33.5

62.6
59.1
24.0

Ransom
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

88.2
84.8

80.0
64.0

90.5
74.0

84.1
54.0

Renville
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

85.1
81.3
79.4

99.8
91.3
68.3

98.5
86.0
79.4

—
—
—

—
- --
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COUNTY

1916

Richland
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

75.2
68.3
65.1

Sargent
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

80.9
79.3
83.5

Steele
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Traill
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian
Walsh
Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

1918-Primary

1918

1920

68.2
72.3
87.1

50.6
41.0
75.0

66.7
75.2
71.6

63.9
79.2
64.7

50.2
69.7
41.3

89.6
80.4

81.4
67.1

85.8
66.5

63.4
75.0

83.4
77.5

70.2
73.7

72.6
66.3

61.5
48.0

73.3
38.9

56.7
66.4

85.8
38.8
85.0

82.3
77.4
67.5

-—

—

—

—

—

Ward
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

73.0
84.0
71.4

Williams
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

78.4
65.8
52.3

Totals
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

84.5
84.4
76.5

77.3
71.0
78.0

—

—

—

—

—

—

73.8
75.2
71.0

79.0
85.7
71.6

91.2
73.7
58.3
68.6
76.1
63.4
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Regional Voting Differences by Percentage Purina the NFL Years. 1916-1920
1916 (Combined support for NFL and Socialists)
West (Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, Ward, Williams)
85.0
Norwegian
8S.2
Moderate-Norwegian
77.1
Low-Norwegian
Centra! (Ramsey)
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

82.6
88.2
65.5

East (Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill)
84.5
Norwegian
74.3
Moderate-Norwegian
78.1
Low-Norwegian
1918 Republican Primary
West (Adams, Burke, Ward)
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

72.9
77.5
78.3

Central (Bottineau, Ramsey)
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

70.4
57.2
59.8

East (Ransom, Sargent, Steele Traill)
75.5
Norwegian
75.2
Moderate-Norwegian
69.4
Low-Norwegian
1918
West (Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, Ward)
85.0
Norwegian
88.2
Moderate-Norwegian
76.8
Low-Norwegian
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1918 (Cont.)
Centra! (Bottineau, Ramsey)
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

78.5
79.6
54.4

East (Barnes, Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, Walsh)
Norwegian
77.0
Moderate-Norwegian
79.1
Low-Norwegian
72.1
1920
West (Adams, Burke, Divide, Renville, Ward, Williams)
Norwegian
83.6
Moderate-Norwegian
74.6
Low-Norwegian
64.7
Central (Bottineau, Ramsey)
Norwegian
Moderate-Norwegian
Low-Norwegian

68.9
59.1
45.5

East (Barnes, Ransom, Richland, Sargent, Steele, Traill, Walsh)
62.0
Norwegian
83.7
Moderate-Norwegian
63.6
Low-Norwegian
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C O N C LU S IO N

This thesis has demonstrated that Norwegians in North Dakota were
neither politically left of center, or radical, nor did they bring left-wing politics
with them from Norway. They did bring to North Dakota an anti-official bias
(once again, the reader is reminded that the term refers to politicians,
bureaucrats, and professional-class people), a desire to curb the evils of drink,
a willingness to support state operated services and utilities, and a desire for
honesty in society and government. Norwegians in North Dakota expressed
these sentiments politically by supporting prohibition, the Republican party, and
proponents of uncormpted government, such as the progressives. When they
confronted political bossism, whether the conservative Republicanism of
Alexander McKenzie or the Nonpartisan League radicalism of A. C. Townley,
Norwegians in North Dakota supported efforts to restore integrity to politics.
In characterizing Norwegians as being uniformly left of center, Jon Wefald
stresses their support for a number of political movements ranging from
"progressive and radical Republicanism to populism and socialism."1 In order to
place most Norwegians within the leftist political camp, however, Wefald needs
to define progressivism as left-wing politics. His definition, however, is not
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tenable. For instance, note the following definitions given for reform movement
and leftist in the Dictionary of Social Science:
reform movement-a social movement that seeks by peaceful legal
methods to change seme of the existing social, economic, or
political practices so that they conform more closely with the ideals
of the movement. Reform movements do not challenge the basic
foundations of a given social order; they seek to make an existing
social order work better.2
ieftist-{1) a person who advocates one or another type of socialism;
(2) a person who seeks immediate, sweeping, radical changes in
the economic or political practices of a state, as contrasted to those
who advise to change slowly and moderately or those who seek to
retain existing practices.3
The progressives clearly were not leftists. They neither advocated socialism
nor any immediate, sweeping, radical changes in the economic or political
practices of the state. The main progressive demands were for reforms in
government, and included such things as the direct primary, the income tax,
and curtailment of corrupt election practices. The progressive movement fits
the definition of a reform movement and, as such, it can be characterized as
centrist or moderately conservative on the political scale. Norwegians who
supported progressive Republicans, therefore, were likewise centrist or
moderately conservative.
One must ask whether Norwegian support for socialism or the
Nonpartisan League upholds Wefald’s assertion that Norwegians were uniformly
left of center. The answer is no. As the analysis of voting records during the
socialist years has shown, Norwegians and other North Dakotans gave little
support to the Socialist party, it is true that Norwegian farmers in North Dakota
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supported the Nonpartisan League. However, as the voting analysis of the NPL
years has demonstrated, North Dakota’s Norwegians did not vote much
differently than anyone else. Norwegians did not form, as Wefaid claims, the
vanguard of the left-wing political movement in North Dakota.
For the most part, Norwegians behaved much like other North Dakotans
and voted their economic interest. When they encountered exploitation at the
hands of banks, railroads, and grain companies, Norwegians in North Dakota
participated in cooperatives or voted for agrarian protest movements, such as
the Nonpartisan League. This resistance to exploitation, however, should not
be mistaken for innate political radicalism brought from Norway. Norwegians in
North Dakota were pragmatic conservatives; involvement in cooperatives made
good business sense and support for the Nonpartisan League made good
political sense.
In describing the political behavior of North Dakotans, Norwegians and
non-Norwegians alike, too much importance has been given to North Dakota’s
radical past. As noted by historian D. Jerome Tweton of the University of North
Dakota, the state has not been very radical. Except for the NPL in 1919, North
Dakota has been conservative.4 Norwegians, likewise, have tended to be
conservative, and not uniformly left of center.
Since N orw egian farm ers fo r the m ost part voted as m ost oth e r N orth
D a kota farm ers did, ethnicity should be discounted as a relevant factor. D uring
th e N P L years, N orw egian farm ers ten de d to be strong sup po rters of the
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League. This behavior, however, does not make them distinguishable from
other farmers in the state. Norwegian farmers voted for the NPL because of
pocketbook concerns and not because of ethnicity. In “Norwegian-Americans
and the Politics of Dissent, 1880-1924," Lowell J. Soike reached a similar
conclusion, describing the support for left-wing politics among Norwegian
farmers in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Iowa.5 Like their feilow North Dakota
farmers, Norwegians supported the idea that farmers should receive a better
price for their grain. In this regard, Norwegians were no more radical than
other North Dakota farmers. Their protest was not red.

NOTES TO THE CONCLUSION

1Jon Wefald, A Voice of Protest: Norwegians in American Politics, 18901917, Topical Studies (Northfield, Minn.: Norwegian-American Historical
Association, 1971), 3.
2John T. Zadrozny, Dictionary of Social Science (Washington, D.C.:
Public Affairs Press, 1959), 280.
3lbid., 187.
4D. Jerome Tweton, "LEFT, RIGHT, LEFT, RIGHT?" The March of North

Dakota Politics (unpublished pamphlet, North Dakota Humanities Council, ca.
1985).
sLowell Jerome Soike, "Norwegian-Americans and the Politics of Dissent,
1880-1924" (Ph.D. diss., University of Iowa, 1979), 65-71, 346-66; Soike,
Norwegian Americans and the Politics of Dissent. 1880-1924 (Northfield, Minn:
Norwegian-American Historical Association, 1991), 44-52, 186-97.

248

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
I.

Primary Sources - Published Works

A.

Memoirs and Speeches

Daae, Ludvig. Politiske dagbeker oq minner. 6 vols. Edited by Andres
Svalestuen. Oslo: Grondah! og Sons Boktrykkeri, 1934-71.
Dunker, Bernhard. Brev til A. F. Krieaer. With a Foreword by 0yvind Anker.
Oslo: J. W. Capelens Forlag, 1957.
Jakob Schonings Daabokerfra Stortinqet 1895-97 og fra Reaierinqer 1903-05.
Oslo: Johan Grundt Tanum Forlag, 1950.
Motzfeldt, Ketil. Dagboger 1854-1889. Christiania and Copenhagen:
Gyldendalske Boghande! Nordisk Forlag, 1903.
Stang, Frederick and Georg Sibbern. Den politiske korresoondanse mellom
Frederick Stang og Georg Sibbern. 1862-1887. 6 vols. Oslo: Norsk
Historisk Kjeldeskrift-lnstitutt, 1956-90.
Sverdrup, Johan. Taler holdte i Storthinoet 1651-1881. Copenhagen:
Gyldendalske Bognandels Forlag, 1882.
B.

Government Documents

North Dakota Secretary of State. Compilation of Election Returns. National and
State, 1914-1928. Bismarck: Secretary of State's Office, 1930.
State of North Dakota 1907 Legislative Manual. Bismarck: Tribune Printers,
1907.
State of North Dakota 1909 Legislative Manual. Bismarck: Tribune Printers,
1909.
State of North Dakota 1911 Legislative Manual. Bismarck: Tribune Printers,
1912.
249

250

State of North Dakota 1913 Legislative Manual. Devils Lake, N. Dak.: Journal
Publishing Co.. 1919.
U.S. Bureau of the Census. Thirteenth Census of the United States. 1919:
Abstract of the Census with Supplement for North Dakota. Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1913.
C.

Newspapers

Banner (Hillsboro, N. Dak.). 28 June 1918.
Daqbladet (Christiania). 12 April 1885.
Fram (Fargo, N. Dak.). 4 August 1905-6 December 1917.
Grand Forks Herald. 3 August 1906.
Morgenbladet (Christiania). 5 April 1869; 4 July 1885; 5 August 1885.
Nonpartisan Leader (Fargo, N. Dak.). 8 February 1917.
Nord Dakota Tidende (Grand Forks, N. Dak.). 26 June 1919-15 November
1920.
Norrnanden (Grand Forks, N. Dak.). 12 June 1901-12 November 1920.
II.

Primary Sources -- Unpublished Works

A.

Government Records and Voting Statistics

Adams County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19081920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office. Hettinger,
N. Dak.
Barnes County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 1912,
1918-1920. Auditor’s Office. Valley City, N. Dak.
Bottineau County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for
1906-1914, 1918-1920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s
Office. Bottineau, N. Dak.
Burk© County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19121920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office. Bowbells,
N. Dak.

251

Divide County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Fiies for 19121920. Auditor’s Office. Crosby, N. Dak.
Norsk Samfunnsvitenskapelig Datatjeneste. Statistics on Elections to the
Storting, 1882-1912. Bergen, Norway (machine readable records).
Ramsey County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19041920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office. Devils
Lake, N. Dak.
Ransom County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19081920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office. Lisbon, N.
Dak.
Renville County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Fiies for 19121920. Auditor's Office. Mohall, N. Dak.
Richland County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 1904,
1908-1920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office.
Wahpetor., N. Dak.
Sargent County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19041920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditors Office. Forman,
N. Dak.
Steele County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Fiies for 19041920. File for the 1918 Republican Pm.lary. Auditor’s Office. Finley, N.
Dak.
Traill County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns
1920. Auditor’s Office. Hillsboro, N. Dak.

Files for 1904-

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Thirteenth Census of the United States, 1910.
Manuscript. North Dakota. Schedule I. Record Group 29. Microcopy M102, reels 1138-1140, 1145-1146, 1148-1149. National Archives.
Washington, D.C.
Walsh County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19041908-1914, 1918-1920. Auditor’s Office. Grafton, N. Dak.
Ward County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 1908,
1916-1920. File for the 1918 Republican Primary. Auditor’s Office.
Minot, N. Dak.

252

Williams County. Official County Abstracts of Election Returns. Files for 19121916, 1920. Auditor’s Office. Williston, N. Dak.
B.

Miscellaneous

Evensen, Lene Skovholt, local history specialist. Interview by author, 25 May
1991, Fjerdingby, Norway.
Norsk Sarnfunnsvitenskapelig Datatjeneste. Letter to Playford V. Thorson, 4
March 1990, University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, N. Dak.
III.

Secondary Sources

A.

Books

Allardt, Erik and Stein Rokkan, eds. Mass Politics: Studies in Political
Sociology. New York: The Free Press, 1970.
Andersen, Arlc/w W. The Norweaian-Americans. Boston: Twayne Publishers,
1975.
Berg, Gunder V., ed. Walsh Heritage: A Story of Walsh County and Its
Pioneers. Grafton, N. Dak.: Walsh County Historical Society, 1976.
Bergsgard, Arne. Fra 17. Mai til 9. April, Norsk historie 1814-1940. Oslo: Dat
Norsk© Samlaget, 1958.
Beringer, Richard E. Historical Analysis: Contemporary Approaches to Clio's
Craft. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1978.
Bull, Edvard. Arbeidermilio under det industrielie gjennombrud. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1958.
Burke Countv and White Earth Valiev Historical Society 1971. Burke County,
N. Dak.: Burke County and White Earth Valley Historical Society, 1972.
Dahl, Robert A., ed. Political Oppositions in Western Democracies. New
Haven, Conn, and London: Yale University Press, 1966.
Danielsen, Rolf. Det Norske Storting oiennom 150 ar. Vol. 2, Tidsrommet
1870-1908. Oslo: Gyldendalske Norsk Fork j, 1964.

253

Danielsen, Rolf, Stale Dyrvik, Tore Grpniie, Knut Helle, and Edgar Hovland.
Grunntrekk i norsk historie: fra vikinqtid til vare dacier. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1991.
Derry, Thomas K, A History of Modern Norway, 1614-1972. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1973.
________ . A Short History of Norway. London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd.,
1957.
Divide County History: Stories and Histories of Divide County. 2 vols. Divide
County, N. Dak.: n.p., 1964-74.
Dovre, Folke. Land and Labor in Europe 1990-1950. A Comparative Survey of
Recent Agrarian History. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1956.
Furre, Berge. Norsk historie 1905-1940. 2d ed. Oslo: Det Norsks Samlaget,
1991.
Fuglum, Per. Ole Richter. Unqdom oq stortinqsvirke. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1957.
Galenson, Walter. Labor in Norway. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1949.
Gjerde, Jon. From Peasants to Farmers. The Migration from Balestrand,
Norway to the Upper Middle West. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1985.
Gjerlow, Olaf. Noraes politiske historie. Vol. 1. Hdires innsats fra 1814 til
idaq. Oslo: J. G. Tanum Forlage, 1934.
Gjerset, Knut. History of the Norwegian People. Vol. 2. New York: The
MacMillan Co., 1915.
Henke, Warren A. Prairie Politics: Parties and Platforms in North Dakota.
1889-1914. Bismarck: State Historical Society of North Dakota, 1974.
A History of Richland Countv. Richland County, N. Dak.: The Richland County
Historical Society, 1977.
Holand, Hjalmar Rued. De Norske Settlementers Historie. Ephraim, Wise.:
Forfatterens Forlag, 1908.

254

Holmquist, June Drenning, ed. They Chose Minnesota. A Sua'ev of the
State’s Ethnic Groups. St. Paul: Minnesota Historical Society Press,
1981.
Howard, Thomas W., ed. The North Dakota Political Tradition. North Dakota
Centennial Heritage Series. Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1981.
Jenson, Magnus. Norges historie. Vol. 2., Fra 1600 til vare dager. Oslo:
Gyldendal Norsk Forlag, 1949.
________. Norges historie. Unionstiden 1814-1905. 3d ed. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1971.
Kaartvedt, Alt. Kampen mot parlamentarisme 1880-1884. Den konservative
politikken under vetostriden. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1956.
________. Pet Norske Storting gjennom 150 ar. Vol. 1, Fra rikksforsamlingen
til 1869. Oslo: Gyldendal Norsk Forlag, 1964.
Key, V. O. A Primer' of Stat;stics for Political Scientists. With a foreword by
Frank Munger. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1968.
Koht, Halvdan. John Sverdrup. 2 vols. Oslo: H. Aschehoug and Co., 191822 .

Kolko, Gabriel. The Triumph of Conservatism: A Reinterpretation of American
History. 1900-1916. New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963.
Leinen, Terje I. Marcus Thrane: A Norwegian Radical in America.
Biographical Series. Morthfield, Minn.: The Norwegian-American
Historical Association, 1987.
Upset, Seymour Martin and Stein Rokkan, eds. Party Systems and Voter
Alignments: Cross-National Perspectives. New York: The Free Press,
1967.
Lpvoll, Odd Sverre. A Folk Epic. The Bygdelag in America. Boston: Twayne
Publishers, 1975.
________ . The Promise of America: A History of the Norwegian-American
People. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984.

255

L0voll, Odd S., ed. Makers of an American Immigrant Legacy: Essays in
Honor of Kenneth O. Biork. Northfield, Minn.: The Norwegian-American
Historical Association, 1980.
Morian, Robert L. Political Prairie Fire: The Nonpartisan League, 1915-1922.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1955. Reprint, St. Paul:
Minnesota Historical Society Press, 1985.
Munch, Peter A. A Study of Cultural Change: Rural-Urban Conflicts in Norway.
Oslo: H. Aschehoug and Co., 1956.
Nerbpvik, Jostein. Norsk historie 1870-1905. Fr£ iordbrukkssamfunn mot
orqanisasionssamfunn. New ed. Oslo: Det Norsk© Samlaget, 1990.
Noriie, Olaf Morgan. History of the Norwegian People in America. Minneapolis:
Augsburg Publishing House, 1925.
Naess, Harald S., ed. Norwegian Influence on the Upper Midwest. Duluth,
Minn.: University of Minnesota Press, 1976.
0sterud, 0yvind. Agrarian Structure and Peasant Politics in Scandinavia: A
Comparative Study of Rural Response to Economic Change. Oslo,
Bergen, Tromso: Universitetsforlaget, 1978.
The People of Bottineau County. Bottineau, N. Dak.: Taylor Publishing Co.,
’ 1984.
Pryser, Tore. Klassebeveoelse eller folkebeveaelse. En sosialhistorisk
undersflkelse av thranittene i Ullensaker. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget,
1977.
Pryser, Tore, ed. Thranerorsla i norske byqder. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget,
1977.
Qualey, Carlton C. Norwegian Settlements in the United! States. Northfield,
Minn.: The Norwegian-American Historical Association, 1938.
Ramsey County North Dakota. 1883-1983. Ramsey County, N. Dak.: Lake
Region Chautauqua Corp., 1982.
Renville Countv History. 1901-1976. Renville County, N. Dak.: Renville County
Old Settlers Association, 1976.

256

Robinson, Eiwyn B. History of North Dakota. Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1966.
Rogin, Michael Paul. The Intellectuals and McCarthy: The Radical Specter.
Cambridge, Mass, and London: Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Press, 1967.
Rosencranz, Janet and Peggy Smetana, Book Committee Chairpersons.
People-Places and Events Minot--Ward County Bridging the Century,
n.p., 1976.
Saloutos, Theodore and John D. Hicks. Twentieth-Century Populism:
Agricultural Discontent in the Middle West, 1900-1939. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1951. Reprint, Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press, 1951.
Seip, Jens Arup. Utsikt over Norqes historie. Voi. 1, Tidsrommet 1814-ca.
1860. Oslo: Gyldendal Norsk Forlag, 1974.
Semmingsen, Ingrid. Norway to America. Translated by Einar Haugen.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1978.
Sherman, William C. Prairie Mosaic: An Ethnic Atlas of North Dakota. Fargo:
North Dakota Institute for Regional Studies, 1983.
Sherman, William C. and Playford V. Thorson, eds. Plains Folk: North
Dakota’s Ethnic History. North Dakota Centennial Heritage Series.
Fargo: North Dakota Institute for Regional Studies, 1986.
Skardal, Dorothy Bunion. The Divided Heart: Scandinavian Immigrant
Expeiience through Literary Sources. Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1974.
Soike, Lowell Jerome. Norwegian Americans and the Politics of Dissent. 18801924. Northfield, Minn.: The Norwegian-Amarican Historical Association,
1991.
Steele County, 1883-1983: A Centennial Commemoration. Finley, N. Dak.:
Steele County Press, 1983.
Steiro, Birger. Marcs r r h~,ines oolitiske agitasior* i 649-1855. fv;
Snpfugl Forlag, 1974.

Norway:

257

Thernstrom, Stephan, Ann Qriov, and Oscar Handlin, eds. Harvard
Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups. Cambridge, Mass, and
London: Harvard University Press, Belknap Press, 1980.
Thorfinnson, Snorri M. Ransom County History. Ransom County, N. Dak.:
Ransom County Historical Society, 1975.
Try, Hans. Norqes Historie. Vol. 11. To kultur. En stat 1850-1884. Oslo: J.
W. Cappelens Forlag, 1979.
Uivestad, Martin. Normaendene i Amerika, deres Historie oa Rekord. 2 vols.
Minneapolis: History Book Company, 1907,
Wefald, Jon. A Voice of Protest: Norwegians in American Politics. 1890-1917.
Topical Studies. Northfield, Minn.: The Noirwegian-American Historical
Association, 1971.
Wiikins, Robert P. and Wynona H. Wilkins. North Dakota. A Bicentennial
History. The States and the Nation Series. New York: W. W. Norton
and Co., 1977.
Wills, Bernt Lioyd. North Dakota. The Northern Prairie State. Revised edition.
Ann Arbor, Mich.: Edwards Brothers, 1975.
The Wonder of Williams: A History of Williams County, North Dakota. 2 vols.
Williams County, N. Dak.: The Williams County Historical Society, 1975.
Yesteryears in Traill: Traill Countv History. 2 vols. Traill County, N. Dak.:
Traill County Historical Society and Red River Valley Historical Society,
1976.
Zachariassen, Aksel. Martin Tranmael. Oslo: Tiden Norsk Forlag, 1939.
Zadrozny, John T. Dictionary of Social Sciences. Washington, D. C.: Public
Affairs Press, 1959.
B.

Articles

Aasland, Tertit. "Valgordingen 1906-1918." HistorisR Tidsskrift 44 (1965): 26797.
Aschehouqs Konversasions Leksikon. 1971 ed. S. v. "Samvirkelag," by Reidar
Haugen.

258

Aschehouqs Konversasions Leksikon. 1971 ed. S. v. "Stemmerett," by Finn
Hiorthoy.
Bjork, Kenneth O, "Reindeer, Gold, and Scandal." Norweqian-American
Studies 30 (1985): 130-95.
Blom, Ida. "Partier og pressgruppar i norsk politikk 1905-1914." Historisk
lidssknft 53 (1974): 37-55.
Chrislock, Carl H. "The Norwegian-American Impact on Minnesota Politics:
How Far ’Left-of-Center’?" Norwegian Influence on the Upper Midwest.
Edited by Harald S. Naess. Duluth, Minn.: University of Minnesota Press,
1976.
Converse, Philip E. and Henry Valen. "Dimensions of Cleavage and Perceived
Party Distances in Norwegian Voting." Scandinavian Political Studies 6
(1971): 107-52.
Dahl, Ottar. "Grupperinger i Stortinget 1892-97, belyst ved voteringsdata."
Historisk Tidsskrift 50 (1971): 215-84.
Danielsen, Rolf. "Embetsmannsstatens storhetstid og fall." Chap, in
Grunntrekk i norsk historie: fra vikinqtid til vare daqer. Authored by Rolf
Danielsen, StSle Dyrvik, Tore Grenlie, Knut Helle, and Edgar Hovland.
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1991.
________. "Den politisk© sfaere 1884-1918." Chap, in Grunntrekk i norsk
historie: fra vikinqtid til vare daqer. Authored by Rolf Danielsen, St§le
Dyrvik, Tore Grpnlie, Knut Helle, and Edgar Hovland. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1991.
________ . "Samlingspartiet og unionen." Historisk Tidsskrift 41 (1962): 30320.
Engen, Arnfinn. "Emigration from Dovre, 1865-1914." Translated by C. A.
Clausen. Norweqian-American Studies 29 (1983): 210-52.
Fonnes, Ivar. "Stortingsopposisjonen av 1872." Historisk Tidsskrift 51 (1972):
150-81.
Glaab, Charles N. "John Burke and the Progressive Revolt" The North Dakota
Political Tradition. North Dakota Centennial Heritage Series. Edited by
Thomas W. Howard. Ames: Iowa State University Press, 1981.

259

Haugiand, Kjell. "Ei pressgruppe tek form. M&trprsla og Venstrepartiet 18831885," Historisk Tiddskrift 5!3 (1974): 148-82.
"Henry R. Martinson." [interview by Robert Carlson, 7 October 1974]. North
Dakota History 43 (Spring 1976): 16-22.
Hovland, Edgar. "Gjenreising og vekst-norsk pkonomi 1815-1875." Chap, in
Grunntrekk i norsk histone: fra vikinotid til vlre daqer. Authored by Rolf
Danielsen, St&ie Dyrvik, Tore Grpnlie, Knut Helle, and Edgar Hovland.
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1991.
...... .......... ”Det moderns Norge tar form 1875-1920." Chap, in Grunntrekk in
norsk historie: fra vikinotid til v£re daqer. Authored by Rolf Danielsen,
St&ie Dyrvik, Tore Grpnlie, Knut Helle, and Edgar Hovland. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1991.
Kaartvedt, Alt. "Samiingspolitikk og unionslojaiitet. Francis Hagerups dilemma
1902-1905." Historisk Tidsskrift 59 (19801: 140-63.
Langholm, Sivert. "Ueland, Reformforengingen og voteringstvangen." Historisk
Tidsskrift 54 (1975): 130-37.
Lindberg, Duane R. "Pastors, Prohibition and Politics: The Role of Norwegian
Clergy in the North Dakota Abstinence Movement, 1889-1920." North
Dakota Quarterly 49 (Autumn 1981): 21-38.
Lpvoll, Odd Sverre. "The Norwegian Press in North Dakota." NorweqianAmerican Studies 24 (19701: 78-101.
Munch, Peter A. "Norwegians." Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic
Groups. Edited by Stephan Thernstrom, Ann Orlov, and Oscar Handlin.
Cambridge, Mass, and London: Harvard University Press, The Belknap
Press, 1980.
Nerbdvik, Jostein. "Partipolitisk preludium. Eit Jaabaek-brev fra 1850."
Historisk Tidsskrift 59 (19801: 414-19.
________. "Venstre i Kristiania 1879-1894." Historisk Tiddskrift 48 (1969): 1652.
Nordby, Trond. "Landmandsforbundet i norsk politikk ca. 1905-1920." Historisk
Tidsskrift 64 (1985): 245-61.

260

0idne, Gabriel. "Lift om Motsetninga mellom Austlandet og Vestlandet.” Svn
oq Sean 3 (1957k 97-114.
________ . "Venstres vaignederiag i 1903. Political stromninger ved
arhundreskiftet i Norge." Historisk Tidsskrift 51 (1972): 37-69.
0sterud, 0yvind. "Nytt perspektiv pa det store hamskiftet." Historisk Tidsskrift
54 (1975): 120-29.
Pryser, Tore. "Thranittrorsla pa 0vre Romerike." Thranerorsla i norske bvdqer.
Edited by Tore Pryser. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget, 1977.
Qualey, Carlton C. and Jon A. Gjerde. "The Norwegians." Chap, in They
Chose Minnesota: A Survey of the State’s Ethnic Groups. Edited by
June Drenning Holmquist. St. Paul: Minnesota Historical Society Press,
1981.
Remele, Larry. "The Immaculate Conception at Peering." North Dakota History
47 (Winter 1980): 28-31.
________ . "The North Dakota Farmers Union and the Nonpartisan League:
Breakdown of a Coalition." North Dakota Quarterly 46 (Autumn 1978):
40-50.
Rokkan, Stein. "Geography, Religion and Social Class: Crosse; rig
Cleavages in Norwegian Politics." Party System and Voter Alignments:
Cross-Nationai Perspectives. Edited by Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein
Rokkan. New York: The Free Press, 1967.
________. "Norway: Numerical Democracy and Corporate Pluralism." Political
Opposiu ,ns in Western Democracies. Edited by Robert A. Dahl. New
Haven, Conn, and London: Yale University Press, 1966.
Rokkan, Stein and Henry Valen. "Regional Contrasts in Norwegian Politics: A
Review of Data from Official Statistics and from Sample Surveys." Mass
Politics: Studies in Political Sociology. Edited by Erik Allardt and Stein
Rokkan. New York: The Free Press, 1970.
Sannes, Erling N. "Knowledge is Power: The Knights of Labor in South
Dakota." South Dakota History 22 (Winter 1992): 400-30.
Seip, Anne-Lise. "Tokammerhpyre foran forfatnirigskampen i 1870-are no."
Historisk Tidsskrift 52 (1973): 138-57.

261
___ . "Velferdsstatens framvekst i Norge." Historisk Tidsskrift 58 (1979):
43-89.
Stdteri, Knut. "Partifordelingen pa stortingene 1876-1885." Historisk Tidsskrift
45 (1966): 31-59.
Svalestuen, Andres A. “Emigration from the Community of Tinn, 1837-1907:
Demographic, Economic, and Social Background." Translated by C. A.
Clausen. Norweaian-American Studies 29 (1983): 43-88.
Svasand, Lars G. "Stortingsvalget i 1882: geografiske og ekonomiske
variasjoner i oppsiutningen om Hpyre og Venstre." Historisk Tidsskrift 52
(1974): 314-328.
Thorson, Playford V. "Ole Ellingson-A North Dakota Radical Populist." North
Dakota Quarterly 49 (Autumn 1981): 39-51.
________. "Scandinavians." Chap, in Plains Folk: North Dakota’s Ethnic
History. Edited by Wiliiam C. Sherman and Playford V. Thorson. North
Dakota Centennial Heritage Series. Fargo: North Dakota Institute for
Regional Studies, 1986.
Tennesson, K^re. "Popular Protest and Organization: The Thranite Movement
in Pre-Industrial Norway, 1849-55." Scandinavian Journal of History 13
(1988): 121-39.
Try, Hans. "Nye holdingar-kjemen i hamskifte?" Heinien 17 (1977): 293-94.
________ . 'Thranerersia og bondevennrersla." Svn og Seqn 6 (1975): 32235.
Tweton, D. Jerome. "The Anti-League Movement: The IVA." The North
Dakota Political Tradition. North Dakota Centennial Heritage Series.
Edited by Thomas W. Howard. Ames: Iowa State University Press,
1981.
________ . "The Future of North Dakota--An Overview." North Dakota History
" 56 (Winter 1989): 7-13.
Whaley, Richard W. "The Other Side of the Mountain: Stephen Joseph Doyle
and Opposition to the NPL in 1918." North Dakota Quarterly 56 (Fall
1988): 192-210.

262

Wilkins, Robert P. "Alexander McKenzie and the Politics of Bossism." The
North Dakota Political Tradition. North Dakota Centennial Heritage
Series. Edited by Thomas W. Howard. Ames: Iowa State University
Press, 1981.
C.

Unpublished Dissertations, Theses, and Pamphlets

Bahmer, Robert H. "The Economic and Political Background of the Nonpartisan
League." Ph.D. diss., University of Minnesota, 1941.
Ellsworth, Scott. "Origins of the Nonpartisan League." Ph.D. diss., Duke
University, 1982.
Giaab, Charles N. "John Burke and the North Dakota Progressive Movement,
1906-1912." M.A. thesis, University of North Dakota, 1952.
Glassheim, Eagle. "To Fuel a Fire. Gender, Class and Ethnicity in the North
Dakota Nonpartisan League, 1915-1921." History Honors thesis,
Dartmouth College, 1992.
Lalim, Cathryne Christine. "The Response of the Red River Valley NorwegianAmerican Newspapers to Populism in the 1890s." M.A. thesis, University
of North Dakota, 1971.
Lovoll, Odd S. "History of Norwegian-Language Publications in North Dakota."
M.A. thesis, University of North Dakota, 1969.
Mourn, Kathleen Diane. "Harvest of Discontent: The Social Origins of the
Nonpartisan League, 1880-1922." Ph.D. diss., University of CaliforniaIrvine, 1986.
Neudeck, Mariellen McDonald. "Morality Legislation in Early North Dakota,
1889-1914." M.A. thesis, University of North Dakota, 1964.
Putnam, Jackson K. "The Socialist Party of North Dakota, 1902-1918.” M.A.
thesis, University of North Dakota, 1956.
Soike, Lowell Jerome. "Nonwegian-Americans and the Politics of Dissent, 18801924." Ph.D. diss., University of Iowa, 1979.
Tweion, D. Jerome. "LEFT, RIGHT. LEFT. RIGHT?" The March of North
Dakota Politics. Unpublished pamphlet, North Dakota Humanities
Council, ca. 1985.

263

Whaley, Richard W. "Stephen Joseph Doyle and Wartime Democracy in North
Dakota During the 1918 Gubernatorial Election." M.A. thesis, University
of North Dakota, 1987.
Wilkins, Robert P. "North Dakota and the European War, 1914-1917: A Study
in Public Opinion." Ph.D. diss., University of West Virginia, 1954.

